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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
In this thesis I investigate the relationships between mass media and popular notions of 
archaeology in Australia, and consider the implications of these relationships for the 
public outreach strategies of Australian archaeologists.  First, I review the limited 
survey data available regarding public opinions of archaeology in Australia, together 
with the results from more extensive surveys conducted in North America.  These 
surveys suggest that popular perceptions of archaeology include a variety of 
misconceptions that are incongruous with the ethical goals of the profession.  Second, I 
develop a theoretical model of mass media that articulates the nature of the 
relationships between the producers of mass media and their audiences.  This model 
predicts that widespread popular notions of archaeology are likely to be reflected in the 
texts of mainstream mass media. Third, I present the results of a content analysis study 
undertaken in relation to archaeological documentary programs screened on Australian 
television, demonstrating that a number of misconceptions about archaeology are 
strongly reinforced by these programs. This suggests that such misconceptions are 
deeply entrenched within contemporary Australian society.  Finally, I identify a number 
of pathways along which archaeologists might seek to engage mass media as part of a 
broader ‘popularisation’ approach to public outreach in Australian archaeology. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The importance of archaeology’s public relationships, and the significant implications 
these relationships have for the ongoing practice of archaeology, have been frequently 
acknowledged by the archaeological profession (Ascher 1960; Clewlow et al. 1971; 
Colley 2002:126; Fagan 2002; Feder 1984; Head 1998; McManamon 1991, 2002;  
McNiven 2003; Nicholas 2001; Pokotylo and Guppy 1999).  Within an emerging 
framework of ethical concerns, set against the backdrop of a rapidly changing social 
landscape, the need for a deeper understanding of archaeology’s place in the wider 
community is a central issue for the future of professional archaeology (Fagan 2002). 
This has given rise to a growing body of research and inquiry regarding the nature and 
scope of public opinion about archaeology (Balme and Wilson 2004; du Cros 1999; 
Feder 1984; McManamon 1991; Pokotylo and Guppy 1999; Ramos and Duganne 
2000).  This research indicates that while there is a high level of general archaeological 
interest amongst the public, popular notions of archaeology are often characterised by 
misconceptions and stereotypes that are not only incongruous with the ethical goals of 
the profession, but which may also inhibit the wider acceptance of archaeological 
perspectives in contemporary social and political discourses.  Such research also shows 
that the primary source of information about archaeology for many people in our society 
is mass media, particularly television (see Balme and Wilson 2004:22; Pokotylo and 
Guppy 1999:405; Ramos and Duganne 2000:17).  These findings have important 
implications for the ongoing formulation of archaeology’s public outreach strategies, 
suggesting that effective public outreach in the future will require a purposeful strategic 
engagement with mass media by the archaeological profession.  As concluded by du 
Cros (1999:197), misconceptions and stereotypes in popular notions of archaeology will 
only be eliminated by ‘direct information input’ from archaeologists. 
 
Research Question 
Archaeology in the mass media has recently been the subject of discussion by a range of 
authors (e.g. Colley 2002; du Cros 2002; Dyson 1996; Fagan and Rose 2003; Fine 
1992; Silberman 1999; Stoddart and Malone 2001; Szegedy-Maszak 1996).  However, 
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while mass media representations of archaeology are often characterised by 
archaeologists as sensational, oversimplified and stereotyped (Boyd 1995), systematic 
research into the messages of mass media and their connection to broader public 
perceptions of archaeology is rare.  While a few attempts have been made to analyse 
print media in North America (e.g. Ascher 1960; Gero and Root 1990; Kuhn 2002; 
West 1990) discussions regarding the nature of archaeological representations on 
television are essentially limited to the review of specific programs, casual observations, 
or the anecdotal evidence of individual commentators (e.g. Hills 2003; Schadla-Hall 
2003; Silberman 1999).  This deficiency is particularly evident in relation to Australian 
archaeology.  If a broader strategic engagement with mass media is to be sought by the 
archaeological profession, then more detailed study of popularly consumed mass media 
archaeological messages is required. 
 
In this thesis I develop a model of mass media and undertake a content analysis study of 
archaeological documentary programs shown on Australian free-to-air television in 
order to address the following research questions: 
 
• Do archaeological documentary programs shown on Australian television support 
and reinforce public misconceptions about archaeology? 
 
• What are the potential pathways along which Australian archaeologists might seek 
to engage mass media as a key component of future public outreach strategies?  
 
It is hoped that the findings of this research will assist in the development of practical 
and effective models of public outreach in Australian archaeology. 
  
Rationale 
The ethical concerns of professional archaeology revolve primarily around what 
Maguire (2003:ix) has defined as ‘a trinity of obligations’ – obligations to the 
archaeological record, obligations to the non-archaeological public, and obligations to 
fellow archaeologists.  Statements of various responsibilities deriving from these 
obligations can be found in the ethical codes of major archaeological associations 
around the world (e.g. Archaeological Institute of America 2004; Australasian Institute 
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for Maritime Archaeology 2004; Australian Archaeological Association Inc. 2004; 
Australian Association of Consulting Archaeologists Inc. 2004; European Association 
of Archaeologists 2004; Society of American Archaeologists 2004; World 
Archaeological Congress 2004).  While the relative emphasis placed on different 
responsibilities varies among these associations (Smith and Burke 2003), a number of 
common themes are readily apparent:  
 
y  responsible stewardship of the archaeological record; 
 
y  recognition of the legitimate interests of groups outside of archaeology 
(particularly where the heritage of such groups may be the subject of 
archaeological inquiry); and 
 
y a duty to disseminate archaeological knowledge as widely and effectively as 
possible.  
 
These themes articulate closely with important contemporary issues that have 
significant implications for the future of archaeology.  The increasingly globalised 
nature of our society, an escalation of pressures on the archaeological record itself, the 
rise of economic rationalism, the ongoing struggles of Indigenous peoples, and the 
changing face of academia have created environments in which the meaning and 
relevance of archaeology has been questioned on a variety of fronts (Fagan 2002). 
Commenting on the situation in Australia, McNiven (2003:61) observes that recent 
debates centred on questions such as ‘who owns the past’, who has the right to control 
the protection of archaeological heritage, and what constitutes ethical archaeological 
research, have had a profound impact on the direction and character of Australian 
archaeology.  In grappling with these issues, and within the profession’s general 
framework of ethical concerns, archaeology’s relationship to the wider community is a 
fundamental issue.  
 
In the first instance, this relationship is critical because the archaeological profession is 
highly dependent on public support.  Archaeologists in the academic sphere depend on 
general public interest for student enrolments, which in turn affects available resources 
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and research opportunities; archaeologists in the field depend on support from local 
communities, government instrumentalities and other specific interest groups; many 
archaeological investigations (and the salaries of many archaeologists) depend either 
directly or indirectly on public funding or public policy; and all archaeologists depend 
on the public to protect archaeological resources (McManamon 1991:127).  But broader 
social constructions of archaeology are important not only because they influence 
underlying public support for archaeological practice, they also inform the uses and 
interpretations of archaeological knowledge in the context of contemporary social 
discourse (Cohodas and Smith 2003).  As a result, archaeology’s ability to engage with 
public discussions surrounding key ethical concerns of the profession – issues such as 
looting, Indigenous rights, conservation, and heritage management – is significantly 
impacted by popular notions of archaeology and of archaeological knowledge. 
 
Investigations undertaken by du Cros (1999) and by Balme and Wilson (2004) provide 
some insight into popular notions of archaeology in Australia.  Based on a survey of 
unsolicited telephone enquiries to her Melbourne-based consultancy firm over a six 
month period, du Cros (1999) suggests that a number of common misconceptions exist 
amongst members of the Australian public.  These include: the idea that archaeology is 
all about digging, especially digging up treasure or dinosaurs; that archaeology happens 
mostly overseas since there is not much archaeology to do in Australia; that 
archaeologists are male, bearded, academic, harmless and eccentric; that archaeology is 
a discretionary and self-indulgent activity; and, that archaeology is rarely important to 
political issues and has little relevance to contemporary Australian society.  These 
misconceptions are generally supported by the findings of a survey conducted on 
undergraduate university students in Western Australia (Balme and Wilson 2004).  The 
misconceptions identified by du Cros (1999) are also consistent in many respects with 
more extensive studies undertaken by Pokotylo and Guppy (1999) in Canada, and by 
Ramos and Duganne (2000) in the United States. Key misconceptions identified by du 
Cros (1999) together with comparative findings of the other surveys from both Australia 
and North America are summarised in Table 1.  The presence of these misconceptions 
must be of some concern to Australian archaeologists and should be considered in the 
context of the profession’s public outreach endeavours. 
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Table 1  Public misconceptions about Australian archaeology and related survey findings. 
 
General Public 
Enquiries to 
Consulting Firm 
 
du Cros 
 (1999) 
 
Western Australian 
University Students  
 
Balme and Wilson 
(2004) 
 
 
Canada  
 
 
Pokotylo and Guppy 
(1999) 
 
 
United States  
 
 
Ramos and Duganne 
(2000) 
 
Archaeology happens 
mostly overseas, not 
much archaeology to 
do in Australia. 
 
Majority of respondents 
unable to name an 
Australian 
archaeological site 
(either Indigenous or 
European). 
 
Classical archaeology 
dominates ideas about 
archaeology. 
Classical  archaeology is 
considered most 
important by many 
people. 
Egypt identified by many 
people as the location of 
the world’s most 
important archaeological 
sites. 
Archaeology is all 
about digging, 
especially digging up 
treasure or dinosaurs. 
 
 
 
 
Majority of respondents 
associated archaeology 
with digging, fossils, or 
dinosaurs. 
 
Most people do not 
connect archaeology 
with Indigenous issues. 
16% of respondents 
directly associated 
archaeology with 
palaeontology. 
 
Less than 1% Indigenous 
perspective. 
 
Many people think 
artefacts have a 
monetary value. 
‘Digging’ is associated 
with ‘top-of-mind’ 
responses about 
archaeology for the 
majority of people. 
 
Although ‘dinosaurs’ 
feature as top-of-mind 
response for only 10% of 
the population, 85% 
agree that dinosaurs are 
something archaeologists 
study. 
 
1% associated 
archaeology with 
Indigenous peoples. 
Archaeologists are 
male, bearded, 
academic and 
eccentric. 
 
 Most people view 
archaeology as an 
academic practice and 
are largely unaware of 
CRM work or non-
academic professionals. 
Universities and 
museums considered the 
most likely place for 
archaeologists to work. 
Archaeology is a 
discretionary and 
self-indulgent 
activity. 
Many people associate 
archaeology with 
romantic images. 
As above. 
The majority unaware 
that archaeological work 
is done to comply with 
laws and public policy. 
As above. 
Archaeology is rarely 
important in political 
situations and has 
little relevance to 
Australian society. 
 
Around 45% of 
respondents considered 
archaeology not relevant 
while a further 15% 
thought archaeology 
was a ‘bit relevant’. 
Archaeology may be 
important for Indigenous 
land claims. 
 
Archaeology has no 
broader social or 
political dimensions. 
Most people thought 
archaeology was relevant 
to understanding the 
modern world. However, 
they were unsure about 
how this relates to what 
archaeologists do. 
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The public outreach activities of archaeologists are a key mediating agent in 
archaeology’s relationship with wider society, and are central to the future direction this 
relationship will take.  Clearly, archaeology can interface with the public through a 
variety of means.  Museums, seminars, literature, the curriculums of our formal 
education institutions, tourism, interpretive reconstructions, and community 
archaeology are all important mediums through which public outreach is pursued by the 
archaeological profession.  In Australia, a good example of public outreach activity, 
incorporating a number of elements from these different mediums, can be found in the 
program of ‘National Archaeology Week’ (NAW), sponsored by major archaeological 
associations and museums throughout Australia.   In keeping with the ethical concerns 
of the profession, as outlined above, this program  ‘aims to increase public awareness of 
Australian archaeology and the work of Australian archaeologists both at home and 
abroad, and to promote the importance of protecting Australia’s unique archaeological 
heritage’ (NAW 2004).  Such activities obviously impact various aspects of public 
awareness, but they often attract the patronage of already archaeologically informed 
members of the public, while broader more general perceptions of archaeology are left 
to be propagated through the messages of mass media, which are usually constructed 
outside the profession (McManamon 2002).  Integral, therefore, to any complete 
understanding of archaeology’s public relationships is the role played by mass media in 
constructing public perceptions of archaeology and the popularisation of archaeological 
knowledge. 
 
In recent decades the so called ‘mass media’ – that vast array of mass communications 
comprising television, radio, music, film, literature, newspapers, magazines and now the 
Internet – has emerged as a major cultural force in our society (Ginsburg 1994), one 
which reaches into the daily lives of millions, significantly shaping collective 
perceptions of who we are, and affecting ‘in unprecedented ways the content and the 
form in which massive audiences relate to the events of the past’ (Baer 2001:491).   In 
this sense, popular notions of archaeology, of archaeologists, and of the cultures they 
study are intimately linked to the mass media and the consumption of its products.  It is 
not surprising, therefore, that studies in North America (Pokotylo and Guppy 1999; 
Ramos and Duganne 2000) and in Australia (Balme and Wilson 2004) show mass 
media, particularly television, to be a primary source of information about archaeology 
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for most of the populace.  In light of this recognition, the words of Ascher (1960:403) 
almost 50 years ago assume renewed importance today: 
 
 If mass communications contribute to the formation of the public images of 
archaeology, it might be useful to consider more fully the information they 
dispense. This is especially true for a science so often dependent upon public 
cooperation.  
 
To meet the challenges presented by a rapidly changing social and political landscape 
successfully, the archaeological profession must develop strategies to address the 
continued proliferation of familiar archaeological stereotypes in the wider community.  
Established public outreach activities centred round museums, community projects and 
formal educational programs will undoubtedly remain an important part of such 
strategies and deserve full ongoing support.  However, these strategies must now also 
include efforts to confront the source of much perceived misinformation about 
archaeology directly.  If we are to fulfil our role as stewards of the archaeological record 
properly, if we are to contest recognisable abuses of archaeological knowledge in the 
public arena, if we are to participate in debates centred on issues of social justice and 
human rights, and if we wish to create a vibrant, contemporary profession that appeals 
to future generations of potential archaeologists, then a purposeful, coordinated 
engagement with mass media must become a priority in our public outreach strategies. 
 
A possible starting point for such an engagement might be to identify specific mass 
media archaeological products produced for popular consumption and examine their 
connections with public misconceptions of archaeology.  Given the prominent role 
television has been shown to play as a source of public information about archaeology, 
one such product that may warrant detailed investigation is the archaeological 
documentary program.  These programs constitute a significant component of 
archaeology in the mass media, often enjoying substantial ratings successes (see 
Silberman 1999), and major Australian television networks like the Australian 
Broadcasting Corporation (ABC) and Special Broadcasting Service (SBS) devote 
regular time slots in their programming schedules to the screening of archaeologically 
related documentaries.  The documentary genre is of particular interest since it presents 
information and images within a ‘non-fiction’ framework, depicting ‘real’ 
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archaeologists doing ‘real’ archaeology.  Media researchers have suggested that ‘media 
realism’ is a potential moderator of media influence (Hall 2003).  In this sense, the 
messages of archaeological documentary programs may carry a subtle authority with 
audiences that other representations do not.  Consequently, it is important to understand 
whether or not the overall content of these programs reinforce public misconceptions 
about archaeology, such as those identified by du Cros (1999).  Furthermore, if 
archaeologists wish to engage with mass media effectively, a more detailed 
understanding of the mass media process and its influence on public opinions and 
popular culture is necessary. 
 
I investigate these issues in my thesis by developing a theoretical model of mass media 
for public outreach in archaeology and by undertaking content analysis of 
archaeological documentary programs screened on Australian television.  Content 
analysis is an established research methodology often employed by media researchers to 
investigate the ways in which particular issues are treated in media texts.  The results of 
my research indicate that documentary programs shown on Australian television do in 
fact support various misconceptions about archaeology.  These results are interpreted 
within the constructs of my mass media model, suggesting that popular misconceptions 
about archaeology are widespread and entrenched within the ‘cultural logic’ of 
mainstream contemporary Australian society.  I conclude that if archaeologists wish to 
have a significant influence on perceptions of archaeology in the wider community, then 
a ‘popularisation’ approach to public outreach that incorporates a purposeful strategy of 
media engagement is required. 
 
Thesis Organisation 
In this first chapter I have outlined my research questions and provided a rationale for 
my investigation of archaeological representations in mass media. I have also reviewed 
the findings from various surveys regarding public opinions of archaeology.  
  
In Chapter Two, I develop a model of mass media that articulates the relationships 
between key components of the mass media process and popular notions of 
archaeology.  Such a model provides the essential theoretical background against which 
to assess and discuss the results of my content analysis study. 
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Chapter Three provides an overview of the content analysis methodology employed in 
my investigation of archaeological documentary programs and sets out the key 
methodological steps undertaken for this specific study. 
 
The detailed results of my content analysis are summarised in Chapter Four, while in 
Chapter Five I consider the wider implications of my findings and draw some 
conclusions about how the successful popularisation of archaeology might be 
approached by the profession. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
TOWARDS A THEORY OF MASS MEDIA FOR PUBLIC OUTREACH IN 
ARCHAEOLOGY 
 
In this chapter I outline a broad theoretical framework in which to situate mass media 
representations of archaeology, and explore the connections between mass media, 
popular notions of archaeology, and archaeological public outreach more generally.  
Such a framework is necessary to inform research methodologies in this area and, 
ultimately, to shape the principal strategies through which a purposeful engagement 
with mass media might be sought by the Australian archaeological profession.  While 
mass media have been intensely studied by other disciplines in the social sciences for 
some time, discussions surrounding mass media in the archaeological literature are 
characterised by a general lack of theory.  This is perhaps symptomatic of what Boyd 
(1995:53) describes as ‘a professional innocence’ amongst archaeologists when it 
comes to interacting with mass media. As observed by Colley (2002:168): 
 
Many Australian archaeologists are interested in the media and its 
relationship to them and their work, but few have published on the subject 
or engaged with theoretical issues identified by media studies researchers. 
 
Commenting from an anthropological perspective, Spitulnik (1993) provides a useful 
review of mass media theory as it has emerged from the various disciplines of 
sociology, communication studies, cultural studies, literary criticism and political 
science.  This constitutes a convenient starting point from which a theory of mass media 
for archaeology can be discussed. 
 
Mass Media Theory 
Based on Spitulnik’s (1993) review, intellectual approaches to mass media can be seen 
to fall along the familiar theoretical continuum of social science, bounded by a 
positivist/functionalist/behaviouralist approach at one end, and a distinctively 
constructivist/relativist/postmodern paradigm at the other.  Within the more positivist 
framework, mass media are generally seen in terms of a ‘linear model’ of 
communication whereby messages are produced, transmitted and received in discrete 
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stages.  The focus of this approach is essentially ‘the message’ itself, and where in the 
communication process the underlying meaning or ideology of such messages are 
situated.  This serves to illuminate the nature of power relations within (usually 
industrialised) societies, and reveals the hegemonic tendency of mass media to reflect 
the political, social, and cultural values of ruling classes and elites.  From a functionalist 
perspective, the impact of mass media on audience attitudes and behaviour is also 
emphasised, generally with an unacknowledged assumption that all viewers will process 
information in a similar manner.  In this way, ‘the power’ of mass media is often 
constructed as a homogenising force, serving the interests of a dominant culture that 
controls the production and transmission of mass communicated messages in order to 
produce consensus and manufacture consent.  This accords with Marxist orientations 
and the associated notion of ‘cultural imperialism,’ which has been a significant 
historical influence in the development of mass media theory (Pack 2000).  
 
More recently, however, some theorists have moved away from the linear model of 
mass communications towards a closer focus on audience interpretation and the 
emergence of alternative media production.  As argued by Ginsburg (1994:5): 
 
The development of low-format inexpensive video equipment, as well as 
cable and satellite technologies [and now also the Internet], has placed the 
capacities for image making, once monopolized by media industries, in 
the hands of people almost everywhere on the planet. Those ... from 
indigenous, ethnic, or diaspora groups who are using such media, are 
more and more conscious of their activities as vehicles for mediating 
cultural revival, identity formation and political assertion. 
 
In the postmodern construction of mass media, audiences are capable of accepting, 
rejecting or contesting messages based on their own socio-cultural, historical, and 
political contexts.  Mass media are seen not merely as delivery systems for the 
homogenising messages of a dominant culture, but as ‘dynamic sites of struggle over 
representation and complex spaces in which subjectivities are constructed and identities 
are contested’ (Spitulnik 1993:296).  As Western encoded mass media penetrates an 
increasing multitude of non-Western and subcultural contexts, the universal 
applicability of the homogenising, ‘linear’ model has been questioned.  A shift in 
research focus to ‘audience ethnography’, particularly within the sphere of cultural 
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studies, has demonstrated an often disjunctive relationship between the ‘intention, text, 
and effect’ of mass media messages (Ginsburg 1994:13).  As explained by Ang 
(1990:242), audience ethnography – also called ‘reception analysis’ – employed in 
conjunction with a ‘critical-cultural’ approach to mass communication, brings into view 
the various ways ‘in which people actively and creatively make their own meanings and 
create their own culture, rather than passively absorb pre-given meanings imposed upon 
them.’ 
 
A Model of Mass Media for Archaeology 
How, then, might a useful model of mass media for archaeology and archaeological 
public outreach be drawn from this wider theoretical landscape?  Given the theoretically 
pragmatic nature of many archaeologists – positioning themselves somewhere between 
the processual and postprocessual extremes of the profession, in what Hegmon 
(2003:216) terms a ‘processual-plus’ framework – an integrated model that articulates 
the key components of the mass media process, as well as its broader ‘contextual’ 
relationship to popular notions of archaeology may have the greatest practical 
application.  I propose such a model diagrammatically in Figure 1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
    
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
Figure 1    A model of mass media for public outreach in Australian archaeology. 
Mainstream  Media 
Production 
 Commercial media 
industries 
 Government controlled 
networks 
Alternative Media 
Production 
 Indigenous, ethnic, 
subcultural, ‘fringe’ 
and other subordinate 
groups 
Transmission 
‘Media Texts’ 
TV, radio, newspapers, film, 
magazines, popular 
literature, recorded music, 
video/DVD, Internet and 
other emerging 
communication technologies 
Audience Context and Interpretation 
 
accept oppose 
POPULAR NOTIONS OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE 
negotiate
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Although identifying the key components of the mass media process in terms of 
production, transmission and reception, this model conceptualises mass 
communications not as a simple linear chain, but as a ‘complex structure of relations’ 
(Pillai 1992:221).  In this complex structure of relations audiences are connected to the 
texts of mass media through a multidirectional relationship of influence.  Rather than 
being defined by notions of unidirectional media dominance, this relationship can be 
seen as part of what Wilding (2003:373) describes as ‘a larger cultural logic, one that is 
not necessarily more dominating of audiences than of producers of texts, but which may 
nevertheless be used to reinforce prior unequal relations of social organisation.’  Media 
production itself is characterised in my model as either ‘mainstream’ or ‘alternative’, 
reflecting the interdependent and dynamic nature of the relationship between producers 
and consumers of mass communications. 
 
Within the constructs of such relationship, the ‘encoding/decoding’ approach to media 
processes, proposed originally by Hall (1980), is preferred.  The encoding/decoding 
approach posits that media messages are ‘encoded’ with meaning by the producers of 
texts primarily in accordance with the ‘dominant cultural order’, but that this dominant 
order is ‘neither univocal nor uncontested’ (Hall 1980:134).  Media messages may be 
interpreted – or ‘decoded’ – in a variety of ways, depending on the social, political, 
historical, and cultural contexts of those individuals, groups, and communities that 
constitute the audiences of mass media.  Hall (1980:130) describes this process as 
follows: 
 
Before this message can have an ‘effect’ (however defined), satisfy a 
need or be put to a ‘use’, it must first be appropriated as a meaningful 
discourse and be meaningfully decoded. It is this set of decoded 
meanings which ‘have an effect’, influence, entertain, instruct or 
persuade, with very complex perceptual, cognitive, emotional, 
ideological or behavioural consequences. In a ‘determinate’ moment 
the structure employs a code and yields a ‘message’: at another 
determinate moment the ‘message’, via its decodings, issues into the 
structure of social practices. 
 
Hall (1980:136-138) suggests three main ‘positions’ from which media content can be 
decoded by audiences.  Meanings may be ‘preferred’ (meanings encoded in the text are 
accepted), they may be ‘negotiated’ (meanings are accepted but are assessed with 
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reference to the local, situational contexts of audience members), or they may be 
‘opposed’ (the dominant meaning is rejected in favour of another).  In this way, it is 
possible for mass media to not only impact upon, but also be impacted by, various 
aspects of popular culture.    
 
In accordance with the model of mass media outlined above it is likely that, within the 
larger ‘cultural logic’ of contemporary Australian society, mainstream media 
representations of archaeology will reflect any widespread popular misconceptions 
about the profession.  These misconceptions will be perpetuated and reinforced by the 
producers of media messages until there is a significant change to the contexts in which 
audiences interpret such messages.  One way of affecting interpretive contexts is to 
encourage ‘negotiation’ by providing alternative media messages that are meaningful 
and relevant to the everyday sensibilities of a wider audience.  Consequently, it is 
important to consider the nature of archaeology’s current position with respect to both 
mainstream and alternative media representations. 
 
Archaeology and ‘Mainstream’ Mass Media 
Mainstream mass media can generally be seen in terms of commercially driven, 
recognisable, large-scale ‘industries.’  As Lacey (2002:7) demonstrates with respect to 
the development of the Hollywood film industry, the profit motive is a significant factor 
that shapes both the form and content of mainstream media texts.  As such, many 
mainstream texts can be viewed as ‘products’ that are packaged and marketed within the 
wider framework of a capitalist economic system. The use of genre is an important part 
of this process as it assists with the distribution and circulation of media products 
amongst established audience markets.  Surveys of public opinion about archaeology 
(Balme and Wilson 2004; Pokotylo and Guppy 1999; Ramos and Duganne 2000) 
indicate that many people identify mainstream mass media as a primary source of 
archaeological knowledge.  Consequently, archaeological representations in mainstream 
mass media are an important topic of investigation.  A few attempts to analyse such 
representations can be found in the archaeological literature, focusing mainly on various 
print media in the United States. 
 
Ascher (1960) considers images of archaeology in Life magazine; Gero and Root (1990) 
                    15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
analyse archaeological representations in National Geographic; West (1990) comments 
on a selection of articles from The New York Times and Science; and, more recently, 
Kuhn (2002) reviews archaeologically related newspaper articles appearing in New 
York State.  While these analyses can be seen to lean implicitly towards the 
positivist/functionalist end of the mass media theoretical spectrum, they do not 
incorporate any systematic methodological approach and, in the words of Kuhn 
(2002:202), the conclusions must be considered ‘more anecdotal than scientific.’  
Nonetheless, several pertinent observations regarding the nature of mainstream 
archaeological representation can be drawn from these works.  For example, Ascher 
(1960:402) identifies a number of recurring themes in the portrayal of archaeology by 
Life magazine during the 10 year period 1946-1955.  Such themes include a heavy focus 
on ‘discovery’, and on the recovery of objects themselves, with little concern for the 
broader interpretive goals of anthropological archaeology.  In this scenario, the 
archaeologist is presented primarily as an exotic technician, steeped in ‘the special 
alchemy of the expert.’  Similar themes are highlighted in National Geographic by Gero 
and Root (1990), who conclude that mainstream representations of archaeology, and of 
the archaeological past, ultimately reflect a Western colonial view.  
  
These observations inevitably lead to a consideration of the ways in which 
contemporary social constructions of archaeology are entwined with the colonial origins 
of the discipline, and how the history of the profession itself has impacted popular 
archaeological images.  Murray (1993) posits an enduring link between archaeology and 
popular culture, forged during the latter half of the nineteenth century.  Such a 
relationship, he argues, was a necessary response to the threats posed by an 
‘unintelligible’ past, which arose from the emergent realisation of a ‘high antiquity’ for 
humankind. In this way, the early narratives of archaeology – which allowed the past to 
be reconstructed in a cultural evolutionary framework, based on the perceived 
ethnographic present and underpinned by notions of ‘progress’ that assuaged the 
sensibilities of Victorian society – were strongly supported by the romantic fictions of 
immensely popular imperialist authors, such as H. Rider Haggard.  In conjunction with 
this idea, one might also consider the substantial media profiles of prominent early 
archaeologists.  As Silberman (1999:82) points out, historical luminaries of the 
profession like Heinrich Schliemann, Arthur Evans, Howard Carter, Mortimer Wheeler, 
                    16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
and Yigael Yadin, ‘brilliantly manipulated contemporary media’ to establish themselves 
as ‘great archaeological raconteurs’ of their day.  
 
The question arises, therefore, as to whether more recent theoretical developments 
within the discipline have been successfully communicated to a wider popular audience 
and to what extent, if at all, mainstream representations of archaeology have been 
reconstructed to account for such theoretical developments.  With regards to the 
representation of Australian prehistory, Head (1998:2) suggests that recent Australian 
archaeology has largely failed to replace or subvert nineteenth century views of 
Aboriginal Australia.  Lilley (in press) persuasively demonstrates this failure with a 
recent example concerning mainstream media coverage of the Kimberley ‘Bradshaw’ 
art.  Clearly, the ‘decolonisation’ of archaeology in the contexts of mainstream 
audiences is a key ongoing challenge for the public outreach strategies of the 
profession.  Responding to this challenge will require a better understanding of the 
production process in mainstream media industries, the products they create, and the 
contexts in which such products are consumed.  Also important is an understanding of 
the role played by so called ‘alternative media’, and its relationship to mainstream 
media production in the mass media process.  
 
Archaeology and ‘Alternative’ Media Production 
While mainstream media production can generally be seen in terms of recognisable 
‘industries’, the form and content of ‘alternative’ media is less easily defined.  The 
concept of alternative media encompasses the production and transmission of mass 
communicated messages that are encoded outside conventional media ‘industries’, and 
which ‘express an alternative vision to hegemonic policies, priorities, and perspectives’ 
(Downing 2001:v).  This highlights an important point of difference between 
mainstream and alternative media production.  While mainstream texts are driven 
primarily by commercial considerations, alternative media is for the most part 
underpinned by ideological or issue-based agenda.  Alternative messages may share the 
same transmission spaces as mainstream mass media, utilising both established and 
emerging communications technologies.  Examples include community television and 
radio, various forms of literature and music, informal local networks for the distribution 
of video and audio tapes, ‘talk back’, independently produced films and documentaries, 
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and of course, a multitude of web pages on the Internet.  The production of alternative 
media may emanate from a variety of subordinate sources, including Indigenous, ethnic, 
special interest or other community groups, as well as individuals.  They are generally 
small-scale, informally organised, and poorly funded in their initial manifestations. It is 
important to note, however, that once an audience has been established for alternative 
media, it is possible for messages to ‘cross over’ into the realm of mainstream.  This 
point is well illustrated by considering the rise of popular music genres like rock ’n roll, 
punk, and hip hop, all of which commenced as oppositional forms of expression 
amongst subordinate groups and were subsequently ‘commodified’ into mainstream 
mass culture by media industries (Lacey 2002:127).  Furthermore, analysis of influential 
twentieth century ‘social movements’ demonstrates the significant role that alternative 
media production has played in shaping public opinion over recent decades (Downing 
2001). 
 
Specific representations of archaeology in the messages of alternative media have been 
largely unexplored by archaeologists.  Nonetheless, several observations can be made 
regarding alternative media and archaeological public outreach.  Firstly, archaeologists 
often associate the term ‘alternative’ with so called ‘fantastic’ or ‘cult’ archaeological 
theories about the past.  It is important to stress, however, that ‘alternative media’ is not 
synonymous with the notion of so called ‘alternative archaeology’, as it is generally 
understood, although the two may well be linked. In an Australian context, Hiscock 
(1996) argues that the effective use of new and emerging communications technology 
has been a contributing factor to the growth in popularity of these theories.  Indeed, as 
any Internet search for ‘archaeology’ will show, conspiracy theorists, religious 
fundamentalists and New Agers are all active participants in the representation of 
human (pre)history.  However, while alternative media may well have been 
instrumental in establishing audiences for these types of theories, one must now 
confront the possibility that ‘fantastic’ archaeology has, in many respects, ‘crossed 
over’ into the mainstream.  As Feder (1984, 1999) has shown, beliefs in lost continents, 
alien visitations, ancient Egyptian curses and the like, appear to have achieved some 
considerable following in the wider community.  This must be interpreted in 
conjunction with the realisation that in a variety of forms – everything from the 
popularly occult X Files to featured news stories about ancient Phoenicians in Australia 
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– UFO’s, aliens, inter-dimensional portals, archaeological conspiracies, past lives, time 
travel, and psychic revelation now all constitute big business for mainstream mass 
media.  From this perspective, ‘fantastic archaeology’ has become just another part of 
an homogenising, packaged past, sharing the commercial airwaves with Indiana Jones 
and contributing further to the misconceptions and stereotypes that the archaeological 
profession must confront.  Consequently, while the ‘decolonisation’ of archaeology is a 
key objective in some mainstream contexts, ‘de-fantasisation’ may be the goal in others.  
 
Another observation regarding alternative media is that archaeologists already have 
connections with a number of those groups producing it.  Australian archaeologists 
working with Indigenous and other community groups may be well positioned to 
engage with the producers of alternative media in a variety of public outreach contexts. 
This proposition blends well with Lilley’s (in press) call to take ‘tailored messages to 
deliberately-selected audiences’, and to utilise the established relationships of 
archaeology more effectively.  
 
Finally, it must be noted that archaeologists – like everyone else in society – are also 
part of the mass media audience.  As such, the archaeological profession itself can be 
seen as a potential site of alternative media production.  A purposeful engagement with 
mass media should therefore include consideration of the mass communications 
currently produced by the profession, and an assessment of the impact such 
communications may have in light of the mass media model developed in this thesis.  
 
Research Focus 
In terms of my research questions, as presented in Chapter One, the model outlined in 
this chapter predicts that if misconceptions about archaeology (such as those suggested 
by du Cros 1999) are significantly widespread in the general community, then such 
misconceptions are likely to be reflected in the content of mainstream mass media.  The 
aim of my research, therefore, is to test this prediction by undertaking a content analysis 
study of archaeological documentary programs shown on Australian television in order 
to establish whether such programs do in fact reinforce public misconceptions about 
archaeology.  In the next chapter I provide an outline of the methodology adopted to 
investigate this issue.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
In this chapter I provide an overview of content analysis methodology and describe the 
specific methods employed in my analysis of archaeological documentary programs on 
Australian television. 
 
Content Analysis Approach 
Content analysis is a systematic, objective, and quantitative approach to analysing 
communications, widely used in mass media research (Wimmer and Dominick 
2000:135).  The goal in content analysis is to break down a body of media content into 
categories that are relevant to the research question at hand and then measure or 
quantify the occurrence of these categories.  The categories chosen and the system of 
measurement adopted are defined by the researcher and applied consistently to each unit 
of content analysed, thereby generating quantifiable data about the way particular 
issues, subjects or groups are treated in media texts.  In this way, content analysis can 
‘offer hard evidence on topics about which we often have quite firm but unfounded 
opinions’ (McKee 2002:67).  Of course, there are limitations to content analysis. The 
usefulness of results will be dependent upon the sample of content selected and the 
categories constructed.  Importantly, as Berger (1998:26) points out, it is difficult to 
completely remove all researcher influence from the data generated by content analysis.  
The interests and personalities of researchers are likely to influence the definitions used 
and the categories constructed for the study in some way.  Objectivity is sought, 
however, through the consistent and systematic application of defined categories to all 
units of content in an appropriately selected sample.  The key methodological steps 
undertaken for this study are adapted from guidelines provided by Deacon et al. 
(1999:114), Krippendorff (2004), Neuendorf (2002), and Wimmer and Dominick 
(2000:139). The steps undertaken can be summarised as follows: 
 
• Define the population in question and select an appropriate sample. 
 
• Select a unit of analysis and construct the categories of content to be analysed. 
 
• Establish a system of measurement and develop a coding frame. 
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• Code the content in accordance with the coding frame. 
 
• Collate and analyse results. 
 
I shall now describe the particular methods and procedures I have employed in relation 
to each of these steps. 
 
Sample Selection 
The sampling population for my study can be broadly defined as all archaeological 
documentary programs appearing on free-to-air television in Brisbane during the six 
month period 1 July 2003 to 31 December 2003, as identified from the weekly 
television guides in the Sunday Mail newspaper.  The period chosen for sampling 
constitutes a recent time frame that is free from obvious programming abnormalities 
(e.g. Olympic Games coverage), and for which recorded archival material was readily 
available.  The sampling period is considered to be representative of general free-to-air 
programming schedules on Australian television.  An ‘archaeological’ documentary 
program was determined to be any documentary which, based on either its title or its 
accompanying promotional summary, was likely to contain content of an archaeological 
nature. While some programs could be easily identified with specific references to 
archaeology in their promotional summaries, other programs were identified using my 
own judgement having regard to the title and/or summary of the program content.  
Review of the weekly television guides yielded a total of 34 programs.  The sample for 
analysis was selected from this list and comprised all those programs for which a 
recording was held in the Social Sciences and Humanities Library (SS&H) at The 
University of Queensland.  The SS&H records and retains a wide range of television 
programs in accordance with the library’s ‘Collection Development Policy Guidelines’, 
as well as retaining any program specifically requested by University teaching staff 
(Helen Cooke, Social Sciences Librarian, University of Queensland: 2004 pers. comm.).  
This resulted in a sample of 24 programs for analysis.  A full list of programs identified, 
highlighting those included in the sample, is presented in Appendix A.  
 
When constructing a sample from mass media it is important to define the range of 
content about which inferences will be made (Deacon et al. 1999:118).  In considering 
the limitations of my sample, therefore, it must be recognised that archaeological 
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documentary programs appear on pay TV in Australia as well as on the free-to-air 
networks.  However, it is noted that a significant number of the programs sampled have 
been produced in association with pay TV channels such as Discovery, History Channel 
and the A&E Network.  This suggests that many of the same documentaries appear on 
both sources of television in Australia. 
 
Unit of Analysis and Content Categories 
The sampling unit for this study is the documentary program itself.  That is, categories 
are applied to the entire content of each individual program.  In this sense, each program 
in the sample can be described as a ‘thematic’ unit of analysis (Krippendorff 2004:107).  
Thematic content analyses require the coder to recognise themes and ideas within the 
text and then allocate these to predetermined categories (Deacon et al. 1999:118).  
Within such an approach, a prerequisite level of knowledge may be required by the 
coder in order to apply the relevant categories to the material being investigated 
properly.  For the purposes of my study, basic archaeological knowledge to at least 
undergraduate degree level is assumed for the coder. 
 
The construction of relevant content categories has been guided by the research 
question.  In the first instance, a number of potential content ‘domains’ were identified 
in relation to the public misconceptions of archaeology that have been proposed by du 
Cros (1999).  Specific content categories were then developed within these various 
domains.  The relevant content domains identified and the content categories developed 
in relation to each domain are set out in Table 2.  Also shown are the perceived public 
misconceptions about archaeology around which the categories have been constructed. 
 
Coding Frame and Measurement 
A coding frame document was developed which sets out the relevant variables to be 
identified and recorded for each content category shown in Table 2.  An accompanying 
set of operational definitions and coding instructions were also developed.  The coding 
frame document was developed as a ‘tick and flick’ instrument to be completed during 
the viewing of each program in the sample.  A copy of the coding frame document 
together with the operational definitions and coding instructions is provided in 
Appendix B.  When undertaking content analysis research, the reliability of the coding 
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instrument is often tested with a pilot study (Berger 1998:26; Wimmer and Dominick 
2000:140).  This involves having more than one person code the same sample of content 
and ascertaining any substantial differences in the results.  If the coding instrument has 
been well constructed and all coders have the requisite understandings and knowledge 
levels, results should not vary between coders.  Given the time and resource constraints 
of an honours thesis, and given that all coding was undertaken by me alone, a pilot 
study of this type was not possible. In any future expansion of this research, a detailed 
pilot study would be recommended. 
 
The aim when constructing category recording variables is to create an exhaustive and 
mutually exclusive measurement that meaningfully reflects some aspect of the material 
under investigation, and which can be applied according to ‘observer-independent’ 
rules.  However, particularly where thematic content is involved, it is difficult to create 
a completely mechanical recording instrument. As Krippendorff (2004:126) 
acknowledges: 
 
where texts and images are involved, or, more generally, where the 
phenomena of interest to analysts are social in nature, mechanical 
measurements have serious shortcomings that only culturally 
competent humans can overcome … in most content analyses the 
researchers at some point find they need to fall back on human 
interpretive abilities. 
 
For more detailed information regarding the specific recording variables adopted for 
each category in my analysis, refer to the operational definitions and coding instructions 
in Appendix B. 
 
Coding of Content  
Each program in the sample was viewed and coded in accordance with the coding frame 
document.  No more than three programs were coded in a single viewing in order to 
avoid coder fatigue.  The completed coding frame documents were then collated and 
summarised by category in a Microsoft® Excel spreadsheet.  The results of my content 
analysis are presented in Chapter 4. 
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Table 2    Content domains and categories developed for analysis of archaeological documentary 
programs. 
 
Content Domain Content Categories Misconception (du Cros 1999) 
 
 Spatial and temporal 
coverage.   
 
 Primary geographic focus. 
 Secondary geographic 
focus. 
 Primary temporal focus. 
 Secondary temporal focus. 
 
 
 Archaeology happens mostly 
overseas, not much 
archaeology to do in Australia. 
 
 Archaeological framework. 
 
 Type of archaeology. 
 Archaeological issues. 
 Fantastic archaeology. 
 
 
 Archaeology is a discretionary 
and self-indulgent activity. 
 
 Archaeology has little 
relevance to contemporary 
society. 
 
 Archaeology is all about 
digging, especially digging up 
treasure or dinosaurs. 
 
 
 Archaeological methods and 
practice. 
 
 Archaeological activities. 
 Other disciplines 
represented. 
 
 
 Archaeology is all about 
digging, especially digging up 
treasure or dinosaurs. 
 
 Archaeology is a discretionary 
and self-indulgent activity. 
 
 
 Archaeologists appearing in 
documentary programs. 
 
 Name. 
 Title. 
 Organisational affiliation. 
 Gender. 
 Apparent age. 
 Apparent nationality. 
 Personal appearance. 
 Interview setting. 
 
 
 Archaeologists are male, 
bearded, academic and 
harmless. 
 
 Archaeology happens mostly 
overseas. 
 
 Key imagery and themes. 
 
 Narrator/presenter. 
 Stereotypical images. 
 Use of reconstruction and 
dramatic re-enactment. 
 
 
 All, to some degree. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
RESULTS 
 
A full listing of results, by category for each program in the sample, is presented in 
Appendix C.  The key findings of my content analysis are summarised in this chapter 
under the relevant category headings. 
 
Program Details 
All programs in the sample have a running time of between 48 and 53 minutes, with the 
exception of one program, which runs for 75 minutes.  All programs have been 
produced overseas.  The BBC, The Learning Channel, Discovery, and a French 
production company called Gedeon are the main organisations appearing in the 
production credits.  A number of the programs were repeats.  Two programs date to 
1999, two to the year 2000, eight to 2001, while 12 programs are current for the 2003 
year.  All sampled programs appeared on either the ABC or SBS, suggesting that few, if 
any, archaeological documentary programs are broadcast on the Australian television 
networks of Ten, Seven and Nine.  Although not originally included in the coding frame 
for analysis, it is noted that a survey of the program descriptions themselves reflect a 
number of romantic archaeological images.  Explicit references to digging, discovery, 
pyramids, mummies, Egypt, lost cities or treasure appear in either the title or the 
promotional summary for over half the programs in the sample (see Appendix A). 
 
Spatial and Temporal Coverage 
No Australian archaeology of any description appears in the program sample.  Europe is 
the primary geographic focus for 12 programs (50%), as shown in Figure 2.  The main 
European countries represented are Italy, Greece, United Kingdom, France, Lithuania 
and Denmark.  Africa is the primary geographic focus of six programs (25%), with 
Egypt accounting for four of these.  Three programs (13%) are focussed primarily on 
Asia, two on Central America (8%) and one program (4%) is centred on the Middle 
East.  
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Figure 2    Primary geographic focus of archaeological documentary programs. 
 
Old World civilizations are the primary temporal focus for 18 programs (75%).  
Historical times, Mesoamerican civilizations, and European hunter-gatherers of the 
Mesolithic make up the balance (Table 3). 
  
Table 3    Primary temporal focus of archaeological documentary programs. 
 
 
Category Variable 
 
 
No. of Programs 
 
Percentage 
Human Origins  - - 
European Hunter-Gatherers   1   4% 
Indigenous Australia  - - 
First Americans  - - 
African Hunter-Gatherers  - - 
First Farmers  - - 
Old World Civilizations 18 75% 
Mesoamerican Civilizations   2   8% 
Andean States  - - 
Modern World (Post AD 1500)   3 13% 
Other  - - 
 
TOTAL  
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The frequencies of specific Old World civilizations are summarised in Figure 3.  This 
reveals that the Roman Empire, Ancient Egypt and Classical Greece together account 
for the main subject matter in over half of all programs in the sample. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3    Old World civilizations featuring in archaeological documentary programs. 
 
The above results show that the primary focus of most archaeological documentary 
programs on Australian television is Europe and North Africa and, to a lesser extent, 
Asia and Central America.  The predominant peoples represented in archaeological 
documentaries are those from the Old World civilizations of Egypt, Rome and Greece.  
This strongly supports the notion that archaeology happens mostly overseas and that 
there is not much archaeology to do in Australia.  More generally, a lack of emphasis on 
world prehistory, on historical times, and a lack of attention to Indigenous peoples is 
highlighted.  These results accord with the survey of Balme and Wilson (2004), who 
found that classical images dominated popular ideas of archaeology and that Indigenous 
or pre-classical European topics do not figure widely amongst members of the 
Australian public.  Similarly, the results of Pokotylo and Guppy (1999) from Canada 
show that most people consider classical archaeology to be of high importance and in 
the United States, Ramos and Duganne (2000) report that over one third of the public 
consider Egypt to be the location of the world’s most important archaeological sites.   
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archaeology represented in archaeological documentary programs (Figure 4).  
Prehistory, historical archaeology, underwater archaeology and biblical archaeology 
each figure in one program.  The results from this category confirm and support the 
findings described above under spatial and temporal coverage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4    Types of archaeology represented in archaeological documentary programs. 
 
No apparent link to any of the general archaeological issues identified by Fagan 
(2001:29) could be found in the program sample (see Appendix B).  With such a heavy 
focus on Old World civilizations, it is not surprising that issues associated with human 
origins, the peopling of the planet, the emergence of agriculture or the impact of 
European colonial expansion do not receive any attention.  However, even within the 
treatment of specific Old World cultures, broader issues concerning the emergence of 
complex societies are absent.  While specific events or episodes in the past (e.g. the 
‘collapse’ of particular ancient civilizations) are the subject of investigation in several 
cases, such events appear mostly as stand-alone topics of curiosity, with no ‘before’ or 
‘after.’  As such, the wider anthropological goals of archaeology and important themes 
like continuity and change in the past receive little attention within the content of 
archaeological documentary programs.  This supports the early claim by Beale and 
Healy (1975:889) that archaeological films are ‘produced in what is for all practical 
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purposes a theoretical and methodological vacuum.’  On this basis, the programs 
analysed can be seen to reinforce popular notions that archaeology is a discretionary and 
self-indulgent activity and has little contemporary political or social relevance.  
   
‘Fantastic’ archaeology appears in three of the 24 programs analysed.  Extraterrestrials, 
New Age pyramid power, Tutankhamen’s Curse, and Atlantis all receive some mention.  
In each case, fantastic archaeology is presented in a generally ‘neutral’ manner.  That is, 
the program itself does not explicitly support or reject fantastic archaeological theories 
about the past, leaving the viewer to make up his/her own mind.  This confirms the 
serious presence of fantastic theories in mainstream representations of archaeology and 
is consistent with the assertions of Hiscock (1996:152) and with the findings from Feder 
(1984) and Balme and Wilson (2004:23), which suggest that ‘irrational’ or ‘non-
archaeological’ explanations for the past have a strong following amongst some people 
in contemporary Western society and that many other people are prepared to ‘keep an 
open mind’ on such issues.  
 
Archaeological Methods and Practice 
Excavation is the most common archaeological activity depicted in television 
documentaries, appearing in 19 (79%) of the programs.  Laboratory analysis and 
archaeological science are also widely depicted, with a wide variety of scientific 
methods shown in 14 programs (58%) (Figure5).  
 
The high incidence of excavation in archaeological documentary programs is consistent 
with public perceptions that archaeology is all about digging, as is demonstrated by the 
surveys of Balme and Wilson (2004), Pokotylo and Guppy (1999) and Ramos and 
Duganne (2000).  It is noted that human remains, mass graves, crypts and tombs are the 
main subjects of the excavations appearing in archaeological documentaries.  The 
widespread presence of archaeological science is an interesting result.  This perhaps 
reflects an emphasis on processual aspects of the profession and may be connected to 
issues concerning the place of science in contemporary society more generally and the 
popularity of forensic fiction books and television programs. 
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Figure 5    Archaeological activities depicted in documentary programs. 
 
A wide range of other disciplines and professions also appear in archaeological 
documentaries (Figure 6).  Historians appear most frequently, closely followed by 
geologists.  It is noted that palaeontology does not appear in any of the programs 
viewed.  ‘Other’ disciplines include chemistry, meteorology and metallurgy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6    Other disciplines appearing in archaeological documentary programs. 
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The results in this category correlate closely with the survey reported by Ramos and 
Duganne (2000), which found that those disciplines most often associated with 
archaeology by the American public are history and geology.  All of the surveys of 
public opinion about archaeology reveal significant confusion between archaeology and 
earth sciences, in particular the notion that archaeology is concerned in some way with 
fossils, rocks or dinosaurs.  The association of geology with archaeological issues 
presented in documentary programs, as revealed by this analysis, may reinforce these 
confusions.  However, it is noted that there is no association with palaeontology in any 
of the programs analysed, suggesting that archaeological documentaries do not directly 
reinforce misconceptions about archaeology as the study of dinosaurs. The 
representation of anthropology in archaeological documentaries is also noteworthy.  
Although physical anthropology figures in six programs, socio-cultural anthropology is 
not represented at all.  In all cases, physical anthropologists appear as experts in 
specialised scientific contexts concerned with the analysis of human remains. 
 
Archaeologists Appearing  
A total of 73 individual archaeologists could be identified by name in the program 
sample.  A summary of the variables recorded for each of these individuals is provided 
in Table 4.  The following specific comments are made with respect to the results 
shown in Table 4.  
 
One third of the archaeologists appearing in documentary programs are female.  While 
more males do appear than females, this must be assessed in light of the overall gender 
participation rates for the archaeological profession.  Statistics regarding gender 
participation in Australian archaeology are not readily available and this highlights the 
need for such information to be collected.  A detailed profile of the British 
archaeological profession, however, shows that 36% of professional archaeologists are 
female and 64% male (Aitchison and Edwards 2003:xi), which closely resembles the 
proportion of male and female archaeologists appearing in documentary programs. It is 
noted that on an individual program basis, 15 of the 24 programs in the sample (63%) 
include both male and female archaeologists, six programs (25%) identify only male 
archaeologists, one program (4%) only female archaeologists, while no archaeologist 
could be identified in two programs (8%).   
                    31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4    Summary of variables recorded for archaeologists appearing in documentary programs.  
                  . 
CATEGORY VARIABLE Total No. 
(n=73) 
Males 
(n=49) 
Females 
(n=24) 
 
 
Sex 
  
 
Male 
Female 
 
 
49   (67%) 
24   (33%) 
 
n/a 
n/a 
 
n/a 
n/a 
 
Title 
   
 
 
Professor/Dr 
None Given 
 
23   (32%) 
50   (68%) 
 
16  (33%) 
33  (67%) 
 
  7  (30%) 
17  (70%) 
 
Organisational 
Affiliation 
 
 
 
 
University 
Museum 
Other 
None Given 
 
22   (30%) 
  2   (  3%) 
20   (27%) 
29   (40%) 
 
15   (30%) 
  2   (  4%) 
14   (29%) 
18   (37%) 
 
  7   (29%) 
- 
  6   (25%) 
11   (46%) 
 
Nationality 
   
 
 
British 
Other European 
North American 
Asian 
Other 
Unknown 
 
 
25   (34%) 
21   (29%) 
11   (15%) 
  7   (10%) 
  5   (  7%) 
  4   (  5%) 
 
16   (33%) 
13   (27%) 
  8   (16%) 
  6   (12%) 
  4   (  8%) 
  2   (  4%) 
 
9   (38%) 
8   (33%) 
3   (13%) 
1   (  4%) 
1   (  4%) 
2   (  8%) 
 
Apparent Age 
   
 
 
Under 30 
30–50 
Over 50 
 
 
  1  (<1%) 
54   (74%) 
18   (25%) 
 
- 
33   (67%) 
16   (33%) 
 
  1  (  4%) 
21  (88%) 
 2  (  8%) 
 
Facial Hair 
 
 
 
Beard 
Moustache only 
None 
 
 
11   (15%) 
  3   (  4%) 
59   (81%) 
 
11   (22%) 
  3   (  6%) 
35   (72%) 
 
n/a 
n/a 
24  (100%) 
 
Glasses 
   
 
 
Yes 
No 
 
22   (30%) 
51   (70%) 
 
15   (31%) 
34   (69%) 
 
  7   (29%) 
17   (71%) 
 
Dress 
   
 
 
Formal (suit &/or tie) 
Casual 
Both 
 
 
  6   (  8%) 
65   (89%) 
  2   (  3%) 
 
  5   (10%) 
42   (86%) 
  2   (  4%) 
 
  1   (  4%) 
23   (96%) 
- 
 
Interview Setting 
 
 
 
Outdoors/field/on site 
Indoors/museum/lab 
Both 
 
43   (59%) 
18   (25%) 
  12   (16%) 
 
29   (59%) 
  9   (18%) 
11   (23%) 
 
14   (58%) 
  9   (38%) 
  1   (  4%) 
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More older male archaeologists tend to appear than females, which, again, should be 
considered in relation to the demographic profile of the profession.  In this respect, the 
British statistics do indicate a higher average age for male archaeologists than for 
females (Aitchison and Edwards 2003:xi).  Female archaeologists appear in the same 
range of contexts as their male counterparts, which include trekking through the jungles 
of Central America, diving on eighteenth century shipwrecks, excavating mummies in 
the desert sands and applying a wide variety of scientific processes in the laboratory.  In 
conjunction with these results, it is also noted that of the 24 programs in the sample, 
female narrators are utilised in 12 programs and male narrators in 12 programs (see 
results under Key Imagery and Themes below).  These results suggest that there is no 
significant gender bias in the representation of archaeologists in documentary programs 
on Australian television. 
 
Academic qualifications are not given for the majority of archaeologists (68%) 
appearing in the program sample.  With respect to organisational affiliation, 33% of 
archaeologists are specifically associated with universities or museums.  Other 
organisations account for 27% of the archaeologists identified, while no organisational 
affiliation was given in 40% of cases.  Other organisations include a wide range of 
archaeological societies, trusts, institutes and the like.  In most cases, it is not possible to 
determine from the program content alone whether these other organisations are public 
or private sector enterprises.  Most, however, have a distinctly public sector ‘ring’ to 
them, like ‘The Bureau of Indian Affairs’, ‘The Tunisian National Heritage Institute’, or 
the ‘Egyptian Supreme Council of Antiquities’.  
 
European (63%) and North American (15%) archaeologists comprise the vast majority 
of those archaeologists identified in the program sample, with British archaeologists 
(34%) comprising the single largest nationality group.  The absence of Australian 
archaeologists can be seen to further reinforce misconceptions that archaeology happens 
mostly overseas.  
 
The proportion of archaeologists who have beards (15%) or who appear wearing glasses 
(30%) is not considered to be significantly different from the likely occurrence of these 
practices in the general population, although I have not statistically confirmed this 
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assertion.  A majority of archaeologists (89%) appear in casual attire and they are seen 
mostly outdoors, in the field, or on site.  Taken together, these results do not generally 
support a stereotyped image of archaeologists as male, bearded, eccentric academics. 
 
Key Imagery and Themes 
Voiceovers are provided by unseen narrators in 21 programs, while an on-camera 
presenter is utilised in three programs.  In two of these three instances, the presenter is 
also an archaeologist.  The sex of voiceovers is evenly split between males and females, 
as shown in Table 5. 
 
Table 5   Documentary voiceovers by type and sex. 
 
Voiceovers Total Male Female 
Narrator 21 9 12 
Presenter 3 3 0 
TOTAL PROGRAMS 24 12 12 
 
A number of common archaeological images can be identified in the content sampled.  
The occurrence of certain popular images is shown in Figure 7.  Ancient ruins and 
human remains are the most common images, appearing in 19 (79%) and 15 (63%) 
programs respectively.  Exotic locations such as deserts and jungles appear in a total of 
12 programs (50%), pyramids of some description are seen in seven programs (29%) 
and ancient inscriptions or hieroglyphs in six (25%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7     Popular archaeological images appearing in documentary programs. 
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Reconstruction and re-enactment are significantly utilised in archaeological 
documentary programs.  Computer generated reconstruction or artistic impressions are 
used in 20 programs (83%), primarily to show how structures looked, how things 
worked or how something was constructed.  Ancient buildings and entire cities are 
brought back to life in the blink of an eye.  Dramatic re-enactment appears in 16 
programs (67%) to portray various events from the past, including warfare, human 
sacrifice and rituals, sex, childbirth, murder and assorted violent acts. 
 
Based on my analysis and observation of the imagery contained within the program 
sample, a number of recurring themes emerge in the documentary portrayal of 
archaeology.  In many respects, these themes accord closely with those suggested by 
Ascher (1960), and Gero and Root (1990) in their respective print media reviews of Life 
magazine and National Geographic.  The themes identified in archaeological 
documentary programs are not mutually exclusive and a single program may contain 
more than one.  The identification of these themes highlights some of the specific media 
genres into which archaeology has been ‘packaged’ for mainstream commercial 
purposes.  In this sense, these themes can be seen to represent some of the perceived 
‘selling points’ of archaeology amongst mainstream media producers.  The key themes 
identified are: 
 
• Archaeology as adventure and discovery.  Intrepid archaeologists are seen in exotic 
locations, hacking their way through jungles or battling desert sands.  They are 
generally on some type of quest, if not for gold or treasure, then for the even greater 
prize of knowledge.  Discoveries are made and frontiers are pushed back. Images of 
ancient ruins and human remains abound.  The archaeologists must call on all their 
special talents to decipher unknown inscriptions, interpret spectacular artefacts and 
overcome the dangers that lurk at every turn.  Past peoples and cultures are generally 
presented as being radically different to our own, remote and distant, ‘lost’ 
civilizations.  Reconstructions and re-enactments focus on issues like sacrifice, ritual 
or other aspects of religious belief.   
 
• Archaeology as detective story. Here the archaeologist sets out to solve some 
interesting or obscure mystery from the past through good old-fashioned detective 
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work.  Pieces of the puzzle gradually fall into place as the archaeologist follows the 
clues.  On occasions, they may have devoted their ‘entire lives’ to studying the 
mystery at hand.  Their detective work takes them to various museums, libraries and 
archives inspecting artefacts or studying old documents and maps.  Theories may be 
tested with experimental archaeology.  The mystery is often situated in some specific 
ancient historical context, or it may involve broader questions like what caused the 
‘collapse’ of an ancient civilization.  The story is primarily driven by the 
idiosyncratic interests of the investigator rather than any wider concerns with the 
relationship between past and present. 
 
• Archaeology as forensic science.  This theme may be incorporated with aspects of 
the detective story, but here there is generally a specific ‘crime’ to solve.  There is a 
body, there is a crime scene, and there is evidence.  The archaeologist is a highly 
skilled technical expert who subjects this evidence to a battery of scientific 
processes.  Other experts may need to be called in to assist with certain problems and 
experimental archaeology may be utilised to establish the validity of hypotheses.  
Laboratory settings, technical equipment and microscopy are key images as past 
events are illuminated through the wonders of science.  Re-enactments are used to 
reconstruct the crime ‘as it happened’.  Personal human aspects of the past are often 
highlighted as details of the ‘victim’ emerge, or the particular brutality of the ‘crime’ 
is revealed. 
 
• Archaeology as the ‘handmaiden’ of history.  In this situation, the archaeologist 
takes a secondary role to the historian, appearing from time to time to illuminate 
some important aspect of the historical narrative.  The subject matter of the narrative 
may relate to a specific historical figure, an historical event or some well-known 
structure from antiquity.  Archaeology is important only in so much as it supports a 
fuller understanding of the specific person, event, or thing in question.  
Reconstruction and re-enactment appear frequently.  The classical worlds of Rome 
and Greece are a common setting for this type of theme. 
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Summary  
The key findings and conclusions of my content analysis in relation to specific 
misconceptions about archaeology are summarised in Table 6.  The broader 
implications of these findings for future public outreach strategies of the profession will 
be discussed in Chapter Five. 
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Table 6    Summary of key findings and conclusions from content analysis. 
 
MISCONCEPTION KEY FINDINGS CONCLUSIONS 
 
 Archaeology happens 
mostly overseas, not 
much archaeology to do 
in Australia. 
 
 
 No Australian archaeology appears in the 
program sample. 
 
 The Old World civilizations of Europe, North 
Africa, and Western Asia are the primary focus 
of most archaeological documentary programs. 
 
 No Australian archaeologists appear in the 
program sample. The vast majority of 
archaeologists appearing in documentaries are 
European or North American. 
 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs shown 
on Australian television reinforce the 
misconception that archaeology happens 
mostly overseas. 
 
 Archaeology is all about 
digging, especially 
digging up treasure or 
dinosaurs. 
 
 
 Excavation is the most frequently depicted 
archaeological activity in documentary 
programs. 
 
 There is a strong association of geology with 
archaeology in archaeological documentary 
programs. 
 
 Palaeontology is not associated with 
archaeology in archaeological documentary 
programs. 
 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs 
reinforce the misconception that archaeology 
is all about digging. 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs may 
reinforce public confusions between 
archaeology and earth sciences. 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs do not 
directly reinforce misconceptions that 
archaeology involves the study of dinosaurs. 
 
 
 Archaeologists are male, 
bearded, academic and 
eccentric. 
 
 
 One third of archaeologists appearing in 
documentaries are female. They appear in the 
same range of contexts as male archaeologists. 
 
 50% of programs have a female narrator. 
 
 The majority of archaeologists appearing in 
documentaries are not specifically identified 
with an academic title or associated with 
academic institutions. 
 
 The personal appearances of archaeologists in 
documentaries do not differ from what might be 
expected in the general population.  
 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs do not 
reinforce misconceptions and stereotypes that 
archaeologists are male, bearded, eccentric 
academics. 
 
 Archaeology is a 
discretionary and self- 
indulgent activity. 
 
 
 Broad issues of professional archaeological 
concern in the human past are not addressed in 
archaeological documentaries. Topics appear in 
isolation and are detached from any theoretical 
framework. 
 
 ‘Fantastic’ archaeology is presented in a neutral 
manner. 
 
 Key themes in archaeological documentary 
programs revolve around adventure, discovery, 
solving obscure ‘mysteries’, forensic science 
and ancient history. 
 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs 
reinforce the misconception that archaeology 
is a discretionary and self-indulgent activity. 
 
 Archaeology is rarely 
important in political 
situations and has little 
relevance to Australian 
society. 
 
 
 As above. 
 
 Archaeological documentary programs 
reinforce the misconception that archaeology 
has no significant political or social relevance 
to contemporary Australian society. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
The results presented in the previous chapter indicate that archaeological documentary 
programs screened on Australian television do in fact reinforce a number of 
misconceptions about archaeology.  Chief amongst such misconceptions are notions that 
there is no archaeology to do in Australia, that archaeology is all about digging, that 
archaeology is a discretionary, self-indulgent activity, and that archaeology has little 
relevance to contemporary political or social issues in Australia.  The identification of 
several recurring themes in documentary representations of archaeology may also 
suggest that archaeology has been significantly ‘genre-fied’ by mainstream media 
industries for commercial purposes.  On this basis, popular misconceptions about 
archaeology are likely to be supported not only by documentary programs, but by a 
range of other media content as well, from fictional Hollywood movies to the various 
print and broadcast news services.  The substantial reinforcement of popular 
misconceptions about archaeology through mainstream media content indicates that 
such misconceptions are widespread and deeply entrenched within the ‘dominant 
cultural order’ of Australian society.  These misconceptions represent significant 
barriers to both the practice and the future development of professional archaeology in 
Australia and can only be overcome through the public outreach efforts of 
archaeologists.  In this final chapter, I will consider the mechanisms by which popular 
notions of archaeology can be impacted by archaeologists and explore some of the 
broader approaches to public outreach within which these mechanisms might be 
employed.  I will also highlight the specific ways in which archaeologists might seek to 
engage with media messages. 
 
Interpretive Contexts 
In accordance with the model developed in Chapter Two, popular notions of 
archaeology are inextricably bound up in the contexts through which audiences interpret 
archaeological messages.  Importantly, these contexts may comprise a variety of life 
experiences as well as media representations.  For example, professional archaeologists 
are likely to interpret misconceptions about archaeology in media content from an 
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oppositional position, since their knowledge of the discipline has been constructed from 
experiences outside mainstream media representations.  For those in the wider 
community without contrary personal experiences, media representations may either be 
accepted without question, or accepted from a position of negotiation whereby they are 
largely dismissed as being irrelevant to daily life.  Therefore, the interpretive contexts of 
archaeology’s wider audience can be potentially impacted in two ways.  First, audience 
interpretations can be affected by direct personal experiences of archaeology outside 
mass media.  Second, they can be affected by alternative media messages that oppose 
and challenge mainstream constructions of archaeology within the larger ‘cultural logic’ 
of our society.  In either case, interpretive contexts will only be meaningfully impacted 
where the experience or the alternative message is relevant to the everyday sensibilities 
of the audience.  Therefore, the broader theoretical frameworks and approaches that 
guide our public outreach activities are a critical issue in transforming popular notions 
of archaeology and in the construction of archaeological knowledge. 
 
Approaches to Public Outreach 
The notion that archaeology has ‘many publics’ has been established as a principle of 
public outreach by McManamon (1991:121), who urges the profession to ‘know our 
general public better, to determine what values and interests various segments of it 
hold.’  This principle constitutes a crucial starting point for the development of an 
effective framework of public outreach for Australian archaeology.  However, I contend 
that the search for these ‘publics’ and our attempts to interface with them has been 
pursued mainly from within a purely ‘educational’ approach, closely aligned with a 
more positivistic, linear model of communication.  This approach places an emphasis on 
information delivery itself as a primary goal of public outreach, implicitly underpinned 
by assumptions that more and better information will positively impact popular notions 
of archaeology.  However, as Nicholas (2001:36) and others point out, public 
misconceptions about archaeology persist, despite a considerable increase in the public 
education efforts of archaeologists over recent years.  
 
In contrast to (or, perhaps more correctly, in conjunction with a more constructivist 
‘educational’ approach), I propose a framework for public outreach that draws on the 
model I have developed in Chapter Two and which might be best characterised as a 
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‘popularisation’ approach.  Through adopting such an approach, the goals of public 
outreach can be defined not merely in terms of presenting ‘the truth’ to a misinformed 
public, but rather as a means of bringing an ‘archaeological perspective’ to 
contemporary social and political discourse, and as a way for archaeologists to engage 
with both local and global processes of change.  The aim is to not only define who our 
‘many publics’ are, but also to understand the ways in which archaeology and 
archaeological knowledge are relevant to these different publics and the various uses to 
which different constructions of the archaeological past may be put.  In this way, it is 
possible to identify the ‘oppositional’ contexts in which popular misconceptions about 
archaeology can be meaningfully challenged. 
 
The Popularisation Approach  
Successful popularisation of professional archaeology must necessarily begin with an 
examination of how archaeology is potentially relevant to contemporary lifeways of the 
early twenty-first century.  In this respect, the theorising of Hodder (1989, 1991, 1995) 
is informative. 
 
Hodder (1995:275) characterises ‘postmodern’, industrialised society as ‘a culture of 
sound-bites’; one in which people are ‘cut off, floating free’; in which everything is a 
‘trivial pursuit’; and in which the present takes precedence over all else.  The 
archaeological past, in this context, becomes just another source of images to be 
plundered, packaged and consumed, a disconnected and ephemeral past without any 
substantive contemporary relevance.  But Hodder (1995:278) proposes that in the midst 
of this fragmented, commercialised, ‘instant’ existence we are also faced – individually 
and collectively in our daily relationships – with ‘problems of agency, duty, autonomy, 
authority and social responsibility.’  In opposition to the dominant consumer ethic, these 
alternative contexts produce ‘a desire for story, for meaning’, and for a connected past 
around which concepts of identity and place can be constructed.  In this situation, the 
archaeological past becomes ‘central to the issue of whether we are floating images or 
historical agents’, and may assume significant social or political meaning within an 
increasingly diverse, multivocal, multicultural audience. 
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It is in response to the recognition of this contextual diversity that Hodder (1991) calls 
for an ‘Interpretive Archaeology’, noting that: 
 
Peoples around the world use archaeology to help maintain, reform, or even 
form a new identity or culture in the face of multinational encroachment, 
outside powers, or centralized governments. Related arguments concern the 
use of the past by ethnic minorities, women, and other groups to define and 
reform their social positions within national boundaries in relation to the 
dominant culture… Subordinate groups do not necessarily want to fit their 
archaeologies into universal schemes in Western academic institutions. 
Rather, subordinate groups may wish to explore, perhaps archaeologically, 
the meaning that their monuments have for them (Hodder 1991:14). 
 
The interpretive approach promoted by Hodder (1991, 1995) seeks to integrate three 
key aims: 
 
1. The retention of a guarded objectivity about the past.  The scientific component 
of archaeological investigation, as methodology, grounds the knowledge claims 
of archaeology in a certain material ‘reality’.  As Trigger (1986:15) puts it, ‘the 
data of archaeology are not entirely a construction of our own mind, even if their 
recording and analyses are coloured by our presuppositions.’  This differentiates 
and distinguishes the archaeological profession from other, ungrounded, ‘fringe’ 
archaeologies, and provides a buffer against the widening gyre of an ultimately 
homogenising, ‘anything goes’ spiral of extreme relativism.  This may empower 
professional archaeological perspectives in many contemporary contexts, 
particularly regarding the claims of subordinate groups. 
 
2. The incorporation of an internal ‘hermeneutic’ component in interpretation.  By 
embracing a sensitivity to the ‘Other’, and by attempting to express our 
understanding of the past through the lived experiences of social actors, 
archaeology becomes meaningful to the everyday sensibilities of a wider 
audience.  This involves exploring what Lilley (in press) describes as the ‘social 
or ideological questions of the sort which might illuminate life’s more engaging 
dimensions.’  Through such exploration, archaeology assumes a powerful ability 
to critique dominant  ‘universals’ and ‘taken-for-granteds’ in the present. 
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3. A reflexive consideration of the production of archaeological knowledge.  A 
good example of this can be found in the work of Moser (2001, 2003), who 
argues that archaeological representations in non-academic discourses are just as 
important to shaping archaeological knowledge as academic modes of 
representation.  This challenges the artificial distinction between science and 
culture, recognising that archaeologists themselves are part of the ‘wider 
community’ in which perceptions of the past are constructed and that 
archaeology is inherently part of the popular realm, whether acknowledged by 
the profession or not.  By focusing on issues concerning the production of 
archaeological knowledge, its uses and purposes are illuminated, thereby 
assisting with the critical engagement of other voices.  
 
I propose that these aims not only assist in defining the potential relevance of 
archaeology within the multiple contexts of a wider community, but also provide an 
appropriate foundation upon which the successful popularisation of archaeology, and a 
related engagement with mass media, might proceed.  It is these aims that should shape 
and inform approaches to the formulation of specific public outreach strategies, whether 
such strategies involve media messages or delivering direct personal experiences of 
archaeology through more ‘traditional’ public educational activities.  
 
Engaging with Mass Media Messages 
In light of the model developed in this thesis, there are a number of potential pathways 
along which archaeologists may seek to engage mass media within a popularisation 
framework of public outreach.  These pathways relate to aspects of both mainstream 
and alternative media production.  In each instance, both the existing relationships of 
archaeology and new initiatives can be considered. 
 
As the results of my content analysis show, many archaeologists already participate in 
mainstream media production.  In a sense, the experiences of these archaeologists 
represent an ‘ethnographic account’ of mainstream media culture from which a variety 
of valuable information can be gleaned.  Personal accounts of media experiences, such 
as those offered by Stoddart and Malone (2001) and by Boyd (1995), provide some 
practical insight into mainstream media production and provide precedents and 
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templates that may assist archaeologists in their media dealings.  By considering the 
successes and failures of others, archaeologists can develop more effective 
communication strategies regarding their own work.  Such strategies need to be 
considered and incorporated into a public outreach component of the research design for 
specific projects. 
 
Mainstream media producers can also be seen as another of archaeology’s ‘many 
publics’, towards whom specific public educational efforts should be directed.  This 
requires establishing and cultivating relationships with mainstream media industries 
involved in archaeological representation.  It also involves understanding the primary 
commercial motivations of mainstream producers, that is, understanding the contexts in 
which archaeology is relevant to this group, as has been discussed in this thesis.  It must 
not be forgotten that professional archaeology is, in one way or another, the basis of 
many mainstream archaeological products, regardless of how it is represented in the 
final message.  This must ultimately provide some degree of leverage for archaeologists 
dealing with mainstream media producers. 
 
Alternative media production is an area that has been less explored by archaeologists.  
However, as has been discussed in Chapter Two, archaeologists may already have 
established relationships with a variety of groups producing alternative media.  In 
particular, archaeologists should consider the ‘profile’ of alternative media within the 
communities in which their projects are situated.  Local radio and television stations, 
community newsletters, local history groups, on-line chat groups and a variety of other 
alternative media sources may provide significant public outreach opportunities.  Again, 
these issues should be considered at the research design level and incorporated into a 
public outreach component for the project at hand.  On a broader scale, the 
archaeological profession itself can be seen as a site of alternative media production.  It 
is likely that effective production of alternative media messages will require the 
development of new skills within the archaeological community, but this should not be 
a deterrent for archaeologists.  After all, if we can successfully incorporate various 
aspects of geology, physics, chemistry, biology, history, philosophy, and a host of other 
disciplines, into the practice of archaeology, then why not journalism, filmmaking, and 
web design? 
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The various ‘pathways’ outlined above may be summarised in a ‘media engagement 
matrix’, as set out in Table 7. 
 
Table 7     Media engagement matrix for archaeological public outreach. 
 
  
MAINSTREAM MEDIA 
PRODUCTION 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE MEDIA 
PRODUCTION 
 
Existing Relationships 
 
(Individual archaeologists at the 
‘project’ level). 
 
 
 
Analysis of successes and 
failures, use of precedents, and 
the inclusion of media relations 
strategies in a public outreach 
component of research design. 
 
Identify and engage with 
alternative media sources within 
the ‘project community’. 
 
Strategic Directions 
 
(The archaeological profession 
at a ‘society wide’ level). 
 
 
 
Specific public outreach strategies 
to target media producers and 
mainstream media ‘industries’. 
 
Mass media production by the 
archaeological profession itself. 
 
 
Conclusion 
There is clearly an emerging consensus amongst archaeologists around the world that 
the future of the discipline, and of its ethical concerns, will be dependent on the 
profession’s ability to reach a wider popular audience.  In Australia, this consensus is 
evidenced by recent major initiatives like National Archaeology Week, which mobilises 
a wide spectrum of archaeological resources in this country for public outreach 
purposes.  The task now is to maximise the effectiveness of these efforts.  Central to this 
process is the ongoing development of a theoretical framework that will shape the 
formulation of our public outreach strategies, and provide appropriate methodologies 
through which the success of such strategies can be assessed.  The findings of my 
content analysis study, as presented in this thesis, demonstrate that archaeological 
representations in the texts of mainstream media reinforce and support a number of 
popular misconceptions about archaeology.  Understanding the role of mass media in 
shaping public perceptions of archaeology and of the archaeological past must therefore 
constitute a critical component of any broader theory of public outreach in archaeology.  
The model of mass media I have developed in conjunction with my content analysis 
study provides a starting point from which a deeper understanding of this issue can be 
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sought.  In particular, the interdependent nature of the relationship between media 
producers and their audiences is emphasised, the importance of audience contexts is 
highlighted, and the potential mechanisms by which these contexts may be impacted are 
identified.  On this basis, future research should be directed towards audience 
ethnography and the identification of specific ‘oppositional’ contexts in which popular 
misconceptions of archaeology may be contested.  I have also identified a number of 
core pathways by which the profession might seek to effectively engage with mass 
media as part of a popularisation approach to public outreach.  Practical models that 
further explore these pathways must now be developed, implemented, and assessed, 
both at the wider professional representational level and as part of the research design 
for the specific projects of Australian archaeologists. 
 
At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the perspectives and insights of professional 
archaeology have ‘tremendous potential for contemporary policy making’ (Arnold 
2001:463).  The ideas I have presented in this thesis are central to the realisation of this 
potential.  If archaeologists are to be accorded a serious hearing in contemporary 
Australian society, then a theoretically sound popularisation model of public outreach 
that incorporates a purposeful engagement with mass media is a priority for the 
Australian archaeological profession.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL DOCUMENTARY PROGRAMS SCREENED ON 
FREE-TO-AIR TELEVISION IN BRISBANE DURING THE PERIOD 1 JULY 
2003 TO 31 DECEMBER 2003 
(Shaded entries indicate those programs included in sample) 
 
 Program Date Time Network Promotional Summary Sample 
ID# 
1 
 
 
Empires: The 
Kingdom of 
David 
 
6.7.03 7.30pm SBS Many Jews fled to distant 
lands. 
 
2 
 
 
Arthur King of 
the Britons 
  
13.7.03 5.00pm ABC   
3 Getaways Lost 
Worlds 
 
17.7.03 7.30pm 9   
4 Secrets of the 
Pyramids 
 
19.7.03 7.30pm SBS  01 
5 The Lost Gods 
of Easter Island 
 
27.7.03 6.00pm ABC The origin of a small wooden 
figurine. 
 
6 Nefertiti, Egypts 
Mysterious 
Queen 
 3.8.03 10.00pm ABC Was Nefertiti the mysterious 
pharaoh who succeeded 
Akhenaten. 
 
02 
7 Lost Cities of 
the Maya 
 
16.8.03 7.30pm SBS The Maya were once the 
most powerful kings in South 
America. 
 
03 
8 Ancient 
Apocalypse: 
Collapse of the 
Maya 
 
2.9.03 7.30pm SBS The Mayan civilization left 
behind some of the worlds 
largest pyramids. 
 
04 
9 Empires of 
Stone: the 
Colosseum 
 
7.9.03 7.30pm SBS The Colosseum, one of the 
greatest edifices the world 
has ever seen. 
  
09 
10 Ancient 
Apocalypse: 
The Mystery of 
the Minoans 
 
9.9.03 7.30pm SBS The collapse of Knossos, 
capital of the Minoan 
civilization on Crete, 3,500 
years ago. 
 
05 
11 Empires of 
Stone: 
The Acropolis 
 
14.9.03 7.30pm SBS The reasons behind the 
construction of the Acropolis 
and the Gods glorified in the 
structures. 
 
10 
12 Ancient 
Apocalypse: 
Sodom and 
Gomorrah 
 
16.9.03 7.30pm SBS What really happened to the 
biblical cities of Sodom and 
Gomorrah. 
 
06 
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13 Empires of 
Stone: The 
Great Wall of 
China 
21.9.03 7.30pm SBS The history of a nation 
written in the earth and stone 
of battlements. 
 
08 
14 Ancient 
Apocalypse: 
Death on the 
Nile 
 
23.9.03 7.30pm SBS In 2200BC after the 
completion of the greatest 
pyramids at Giza, the ordered 
and sophisticated Egyptian 
state collapsed. 
07 
15 The Real 
Spartacus 
 
27.9.03 7.30pm SBS The life and times of 
Spartacus. 
11 
16 Dan Cruikshank 
and the Lost 
Treasure of 
Kabul 
 
4.10.03 2.00pm ABC   
17 Napoleons Lost 
Army 
 
 
 
19.10.03 8.30pm SBS In 2002, archaeologists 
unearthed a mass grave on 
the outskirts of Vilinius, 
Lithuania. 
 
15 
18 The Lost City of 
Roman Britain 
 
 
26.10.03 8.30pm SBS Under the green fields of 
Hampshire lies one of 
Britains greatest 
archaeological mysteries, the 
Roman city of Calleva 
Atrebatum. 
 
16 
19 The Private 
Lives of 
Pompeii 
 
26.10.03 8.30pm ABC The people who lived and 
died in Pompeii between the 
earthquake in 62AD and the 
eruption of Mt Vesuvius 17 
years later. 
 
12 
20 Desert Rescue 2.11.03 8.30pm SBS Reconstructs the final hours 
of a BOAC airlines plane 
that crashed in the Sahara in 
1952. 
 
17 
21 Britains Oldest 
House 
9.11.03 8.30pm SBS While unearthing the 
foundations of a house, 
archaeologists found flints 
that belonged to people who 
lived 10,000 years ago. 
 
18 
22 Our Top Ten 
Treasures 
 
16.11.03 8.30pm SBS Adam Hart-Davis presents 
the top 10 treasures exhibited 
at the British Museum. 
 
19 
23 Akhenaten and 
Nefertiti: The 
Royal Gods of 
Egypt 
 
16.11.03 7.30pm ABC   
24 The Mystery 
Mummies of 
Rome 
 
23.11.03 8.30pm SBS Scientists unearth an ancient 
crypt containing two 
mummified bodies. 
20 
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25 Egypt Eternal 
 
23.11.03 8.30pm ABC Three men are digging 
beneath the dunes to find 
new chapters of Egyptian 
history. 
 
 
26 The Real Jason 
and the 
Argonauts 
 
30.11.03 7.30pm ABC The history behind the age 
old myth of Jason and the 
Argonauts. 
13 
27 Atlantis Reborn 
Again 
 
30.11.03 10.00pm ABC  14 
28 The Mystery of 
Easter Island 
 
3.12.03 8.30pm ABC Easter Island and its stone 
statues have bewitched 
archaeologists. 
 
 
29 Journeys to the 
Ends of the 
Earth 
 
7.12.03 6.00pm ABC David Adams heads into 
Ethiopian Cush in search of 
the lost Ark of the Covenant. 
 
 
30 When the 
Romans Ruled 
Africa 
 
7.12.03 8.30pm SBS The Hammamet in Tunisia is 
the biggest Roman 
necropolis discovered in 
Africa. 
 
21 
31 Terra Australis: 
An Ancient 
Land 
 
13.12.03 12.00pm ABC A history that dates back to 
4,000BC. 
 
32 The Mummies 
of Taklamakan 
 
14.12.03 8.30pm SBS The excavation of mummies 
in the buried cities of the 
Taklamakan desert. 
 
22 
33 The Corsair of 
St Malo 
21.12.03 8.30pm SBS In the 18th Century, the 
merchant port of Saint-Malo 
transformed itself into one of 
the greatest pirate cities. 
 
23 
34 Karakoum, 
Treasures of the 
Lost City 
28.12.03 8.30pm SBS Archaeologists dig for the 
remnants of a 4,000 year old 
civilization. 
 
24 
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APPENDIX B 
 
CONTENT ANALYSIS CODING FRAME WITH OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITIONS AND CODING INSTRUCTIONS 
 
(ARCHAEOLOGY ON AUSTRALIAN TELEVISION) 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1  Name of program            __________________________________________ 
  
                __________________________________________  
  
  Screening date &            __________________________________________ 
  Network 
 
1.2  ID #     _______________ 
 
 
1.3  Original Release Year _______________ 
 
 
1.4  Running Time  _______________  minutes 
 
  
1.5  Producing Organisation   ________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________ 
 
       
1.6 Comments & Notes 
 
  ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
 
        ___________________________________________________________________ 
1. PROGRAM DETAILS 
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2.1 Primary geographic focus of the program. Indicate world region [one only] and record specific 
countries identified. Regions and constituent countries in accordance with Geographica Atlas 
(2002), refer attached listing.  
 
 
  Oceania (Australia)   ________________     Oceania (Other)    ________________ 
              ________________                  ________________ 
         
    Asia                 ________________             Middle East            ________________ 
              ________________                ________________ 
                
             Europe             _______________               Africa                     ________________ 
               _______________             ________________ 
                
 
             North America          _______________               Central America     ________________ 
              _______________              ________________ 
                
             South America          ________________             Antarctic Region    ________________ 
              ________________            ________________ 
 
             No geographic focus 
 
 
2.2 Secondary geographic focus, if applicable [May be more than one]. 
 
 
 
  Oceania (Australia)   ________________     Oceania (Other)    ________________ 
              ________________                  ________________ 
         
    Asia                 ________________             Middle East            ________________ 
              ________________                ________________ 
                
             Europe             _______________               Africa                     ________________ 
               _______________             ________________ 
                
 
             North America          _______________               Central America     ________________ 
              _______________              ________________ 
                
             South America          ________________             Antarctic Region    ________________ 
              ________________            ________________ 
 
 
 
2.  SPATIAL AND TEMPORAL COVERAGE
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2.3 Primary temporal focus. Indicate those peoples/cultures [one only] which are the primary focus of 
the program. (categories based on Fagan 2004). 
   
 HUMAN ORIGINS     OLD WORLD CIVILIZATIONS 
 
   Australopithicenes         Sumerian Civilization 
 
   Early Homo          Ancient Egyptian Civilization 
 
   Homo erectus          Harrappan/Indus Valley 
 
   Archaic Homo sapiens/Neanderthals       Chinese Civilization 
 
 Modern human origins      Minoan 
  
 Other  ___________________     Mycanean 
            
            Hittite 
 EUROPEAN HUNTER-GATHERERS 
              Assyrian 
    Upper Palaeolithic/‘Ice Age’ 
              Classical Greece 
    Mesolithic 
              Roman Empire 
           Other  ___________________ 
           Khmer       
           
 INDIGENOUS AUSTRALIA        African States 
 
          Pleistocene          Other ______________ 
 
          Holocene 
         MESOAMERICAN CIVILIZATIONS 
          Other __________________    
           Olmec 
 
               Maya 
 FIRST AMERICANS 
               Toltec 
 Specify _____________________ 
 __________________________          Aztec 
  __________________________ 
               Other _______________ 
   
 AFRICAN HUNTER-GATHERERS 
         ANDEAN STATES 
 Specify _____________________ 
 __________________________         Moche 
  __________________________ 
               Inca 
 
               Other _______________ 
 FIRST FARMERS 
         MODERN WORLD / COLONIAL 
 Specify _____________________   Post-AD 1500  
 ___________________________   Specify _____________________ 
       ___________________________ 
                    OTHER NOT SPECIFIED 
    
         Specify _____________________ 
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2.4 Secondary temporal focus, if applicable. [May be more than one]. 
 
HUMAN ORIGINS     OLD WORLD CIVILIZATIONS 
 
   Australopithicenes         Sumerian Civilization 
 
   Early Homo          Ancient Egyptian Civilization 
 
   Homo erectus          Harrappan/Indus Valley 
 
   Archaic Homo sapiens/Neanderthals       Chinese Civilization 
 
 Modern human origins      Minoan 
  
 Other  ___________________     Mycanean 
            
            Hittite 
 EUROPEAN HUNTER-GATHERERS 
              Assyrian 
    Upper Palaeolithic/‘Ice Age’ 
              Classical Greece 
    Mesolithic 
              Roman Empire 
           Other  ___________________ 
           Khmer       
           
 INDIGENOUS AUSTRALIA        African States 
 
          Pleistocene          Other ______________ 
 
          Holocene 
         MESOAMERICAN CIVILIZATIONS 
          Other __________________    
           Olmec 
 
               Maya 
 FIRST AMERICANS 
               Toltec 
 Specify _____________________ 
 __________________________          Aztec 
  __________________________ 
               Other _______________ 
   
 AFRICAN HUNTER-GATHERERS 
         ANDEAN STATES 
 Specify _____________________ 
 __________________________         Moche 
  __________________________ 
               Inca 
 
               Other _______________ 
 FIRST FARMERS 
         MODERN WORLD / COLONIAL 
 Specify _____________________   Post-AD 1500  
 ___________________________   Specify _____________________ 
       ___________________________ 
                    OTHER NOT SPECIFIED 
    
         Specify _____________________ 
    APPENDIX  B      53             
  
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 ‘Type’ of archaeology.  Indicate the ‘type’ of archaeology represented in the program, in accordance 
with Fagan (2001:22). 
 
              Prehistory                              Classical archaeology 
  
              Egyptology                 Assyriology 
 
    Other Civilization specialty           Historical archaeology 
 
              Underwater archaeology                Biblical archaeology  
   
              Industrial archaeology                 Unable to classify in any of the above  _______________ 
 
 
3.2 Archaeological issues. Indicate whether any of the following major issues in the human past, as 
described by Fagan (2001:29), are addressed by the program. 
 
   HUMAN ORIGINS – What were our earliest ancestors like, and when did they come into 
being? How old is ‘human’ behaviour, and when did such phenomena as language evolve? 
What distinguishes our behaviour from that of other animals? 
 
    PEOPLING OF THE PLANET – How and when did humanity people the globe? How can  
we account for human biological and cultural diversity? 
 
   ORIGINS OF AGRICULTURE – Under what conditions and when and how did human 
beings domesticate animals and plants, becoming sedentary farmers? 
 
   APPEARANCE OF COMPLEX SOCIETIES – What caused complex societies to evolve?  
 
   WESTERN EXPANSION – How did the expansion of Western civilization affect the hunter-
gatherer, agricultural, or even urban states of the world that it encountered after classical times? 
 
    None of the above issues are readily discernible in the program content  _________________ 
 
 
3.3 Fantastic or Alternative archaeology. Indicate whether any of the following are canvassed in the 
program and the general manner in which they are portrayed. (see Feder 1984; Hiscock 1996). 
 
 Positive = supports fantastic archaeological theories as a credible explanation of the past 
 Negative = discredits fantastic archaeological theories about the past 
 Neutral = fantastic archaeological theories are mentioned but are neither explicitly supported or 
discredited 
 
    Extraterrestrial involvement in the past               Positive         Negative           Neutral 
           
    Atlantis                   Positive         Negative           Neutral     
 
    Egyptian or other curses                 Positive         Negative           Neutral     
  
    New Age                  Positive         Negative           Neutral     
      (psychic revelation, pyramid power,       
         astral travel etc) 
 
    Creation ‘science’                 Positive         Negative           Neutral     
             
    Other  _______________________________         Positive         Negative           Neutral     
 
    None 
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
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4.1 Archaeological activities.  Indicate which of the following activities are represented by the visual 
images of the program and briefly note what is shown. 
 
 
 Finding Sites/Site Survey  ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 Excavation    ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 Laboratory Analysis/Archaeological ________________________________________________ 
         Science   
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 Experimental Archaeology/   ________________________________________________ 
         ‘Middle Range Theory’ 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 Environmental Reconstruction ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 Historical Records Research/  ________________________________________________ 
         Epigraphy 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
      ________________________________________________ 
 
 None of the above are shown
4.  ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS AND PRACTICE
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4.2  Other disciplines associated with archaeology. Indicate what other disciplines/professions are  
associated with archaeology in the program. 
 
   
           Anthropology 
 
   Physical Anthropology 
 
   Social Anthropology   
 
 
           Architecture 
 
 
           Astronomy 
 
 
           Biological  Sciences 
 
 
           Earth Sciences 
 
   Geology 
 
   Palaeontology 
 
   Other ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
           Engineering 
 
 
           History 
 
 
           Medical  Professions 
 
 
           Philosophy 
   
 
           Other __________________________________________ 
 
   __________________________________________ 
 
   __________________________________________ 
 
   __________________________________________ 
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Complete for each individual who is named and identified as an archaeologist in the program (attach 
additional sheets if more than one). 
 
 
5.1  Name ______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
       ID# ___________________________ 
 
 
5.2  Title (if given)              Professor                 Doctor               Other             None  
                __________    Given 
 
 
5.3  Organisational                University              Museum         Other             None  
       Affiliation                   Given 
                __________ 
 
 
 
5.4  Sex                  Female                    Male 
 
 
5.5  Apparent Age                Under 30        30-50          Over 50 
 
 
 
5.6  Apparent Nationality            ______________________________  
       (if possible) 
 
 
 
5.7  Appearance 
 
 Facial Hair                Beard        Moustache          No facial hair 
                  only     
  
 
 Glasses                 Yes        No 
 
 
 
 Dress                 Formal        Informal           Both 
          (suit/tie) 
 
 
 
5.8  Interview Setting                Outdoors/        Indoors/           Both 
          In the field/             Lab/  
          On site            Museum/ 
                  Office/Studio 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. ARCHAEOLOGISTS APPEARING
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6.1 Voiceovers. 
 
 
      Unseen Narrator               Female            Male 
 
    
 
 
     On Camera Presenter              Female            Male 
 
                       Archaeologist            Non-archaeologist 
           ID#________ 
 
 
Describe the general feel of the sound track/voiceover (i.e. sensational, heavy use of superlatives,  
music etc). 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
6.2  Visual Images. Indicate if any of the following appear 
 
 
     Pyramids           Other ancient ruins 
 
 
     Deserts            Jungles 
 
 
     Human Remains          Inscriptions/Heiroglyphs 
 
 
6.3  Reconstruction and Re-enactment. Indicate if the following are used and briefly describe. 
 
 
     Computer generated reconstructions  ________________________________________ 
   and/or artistic impressions 
       ________________________________________ 
 
       ________________________________________ 
 
        
 
     Dramatic Re-enactment   ________________________________________ 
 
       ________________________________________ 
 
       ________________________________________ 
 
6. KEY IMAGERY AND THEMES
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ARCHAEOLOGY ON AUSTRALIAN TELEVISION 
 
CONTENT ANALYSIS 
 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS & CODING INSTRUCTIONS 
 
 
 
CONTENT CATEGORY OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS & CODING INSTRUCTIONS 
 
1. Program Details 
 
1.1 Name of Program, 
Screening Date & 
Network 
 
1.2 Assign ID# 
 
1.3 Original Release Year 
 
1.4 Running Time 
 
1.5 Producing Organisation 
 
1.6 Comments & Notes 
 
Record relevant details for each program viewed 
 
 
 
 
 
ID# is sequential starting at 01. Assign ID# in order of viewing. 
 
As per copyright year in credits. 
 
Approximate time in whole minutes from start to finish, including credits 
 
Note name(s) of organisations as per credits. 
 
Record any general comments or thoughts during viewing. 
2. Spatial and Temporal 
Coverage 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Primary Geographic 
Focus  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.2 Secondary Geographic 
Focus  
 
 
2.3 Primary Temporal Focus  
 
 
 
 
 
2.4 Secondary Temporal 
Focus 
 
The aim of this category is to gauge what parts of the world are mostly 
dealt with in archaeological documentary programs and to what extent 
Australia or Australian archaeology appears.  Also, what 
periods/cultures/people of the past are the main focus of archaeological 
documentaries shown on Australian television. 
 
Record the primary geographic focus of the program 
World regions and constituent countries defined in accordance with 
Geographica Atlas (2002). A full listing is attached. 
 
‘Primary’ focus is the region to which most time is devoted in the program 
for archaeological matters. Record only one primary focus. If the primary 
focus is not obvious, then determine by measuring time devoted to each 
region. 
 
Record any secondary geographic focus. 
There may be more than one secondary focus. Tick all applicable regions. 
 
 
Record the primary temporal focus of the program 
Categories for temporal focus have been developed based on the general 
outline of Fagan (2004). Record only one primary focus. If the primary 
focus is not obvious, then determine by measuring time devoted to each 
culture/period. 
 
Record any secondary temporal focus 
There may be more than one secondary focus. Tick all applicable. 
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CONTENT CATEGORY 
 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS & CODING INSTRUCTIONS 
3. Archaeological Framework 
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 Type of Archaeology 
 
 
3.2 Archaeological Issues 
Addressed  
 
 
 
 
3.3 Inclusion of ‘Fantastic’ 
Archaeology and How it 
is Treated 
 
 
This category aims to explore the general theoretical framework 
underlying archaeology presented in documentary programs. There is 
likely to be some correlation here with spatial and temporal coverage (e.g. 
if the main focus of the program is ancient Rome, then classical 
archaeology will be the ‘type’ of archaeology portrayed). 
 
Record the main ‘type’ of archaeology dealt with in the program 
Types of archaeology are in accordance with Fagan (2001:22). 
 
Indicate if any broad archaeological issues pertaining to the human 
past are directly addressed in the program 
Issues are in accordance with Fagan (2001:29). Issues are only to be 
recorded if an explicit link or reference to the issue is made in the program 
content itself (i.e. coder is not to make the connections). 
 
Indicate if any fantastic archaeological theories about the past are 
considered in the program and how they are treated 
Categories of fantastic archaeology developed based on Feder (1984) and 
Hiscock (1996). Determine treatment as positive, negative, or neutral. 
 
Positive = on balance, the program supports fantastic archaeological 
theories as a credible explanation for the human past. 
 
Negative = on balance, the program discredits or explicitly dismisses 
fantastic archaeological theories. 
 
Neutral = the program includes discussion of fantastic archaeological 
theories, but neither explicitly supports or discredits such theories as a 
means of explaining the past. 
 
4. Archaeological Methods 
and Practice 
 
 
4.1 Archaeological Activities 
Depicted 
 
 
4.2 Other Disciplines 
Represented 
 
 
 
 
This category relates to what archaeologists are actually shown to be doing 
and attempts to gauge the degree to which archaeology is associated with 
other disciplines. 
 
Indicate the archaeological activities depicted in the program 
Relates to what archaeologists are actually shown doing.  
 
Record other disciplines/professions represented in the program 
A discipline is considered to be represented in the program if it is 
specifically mentioned in the narrative or if an individual appears who is 
clearly identified as belonging to that discipline. 
 
5. Archaeologists Appearing 
in the Program   
 
 
5.1 Name 
5.2 Title 
5.3 Organisational 
Affiliation 
5.4 Gender 
5.5 Apparent Age 
5.6 Apparent Nationality 
5.7 Appearance 
5.8 Interview Setting 
 
 
Here the goal is to get an idea of any biases or trends in how 
archaeologists themselves are represented in documentary programs. 
 
 
Record details for each archaeologist appearing in the program 
Record details only for archaeologists appearing in the program who can 
be identified by name. Name may appear as a subtitle accompanying 
interview etc, or it may be given as part of the narration. 
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CONTENT CATEGORY 
 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS & CODING INSTRUCTIONS 
6. Key Imagery and Themes 
 
 
 
6.1 Narrator/Presenter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.2 Visual Images 
 
 
6.3 Use of Reconstruction 
and Re-enactment 
 
 
This category attempts to gather some more qualitative information about 
the program. 
 
 
Record details of narrator or presenter 
A narrator is an unseen voice while a presenter is someone who appears 
on-camera as well as supplying narration. If a presenter appears, record if 
they are also an archaeologist. In addition to the category information, 
provide a brief description of whether the narration is sensationalised or 
not. 
 
Indicate if any of the given images appear in the program 
 
 
Record details of reconstruction and re-enactment utilised in the 
program 
Reconstruction refers to computer-generated images, animation, or artistic 
impressions of the past – ‘how things looked’ etc. If reconstruction is used, 
briefly note what it is. Dramatic re-enactment refers to human actors re-
enacting some aspect of the past. If re-enactment is used, briefly note what 
is being re-enacted. 
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WORLD REGIONS  
 (after Geographica Atlas 2002) 
 
OCEANIA (Australia)  ASIA   EUROPE  AFRICA  
 
Nations    Nations   Nations   Nations 
Australia    Afghanistan  Albania   Algeria 
    Armenia   Andorra   Angola 
OCEANIA (Other)   Azerbajan   Austria   Benin 
    Bangladesh  Belarus   Botswana 
Nations    Bhutan   Belgium   Burkina Faso 
Fiji    Brunei   Bosnia /Herzegovina Burundi 
Kiribati    Cambodia   Bulgaria   Cameroon 
Marshall Islands   China   Croatia   Cape Verde 
Micronesia   East Timor  Czech Republic  Central Af. Rep. 
Nauru    Georgia   Denmark   Chad 
New Zealand   India   Estonia   Comoros 
Palau    Indonesia   Finland   Congo 
Papua New Guinea   Japan   France   Cote d’lvoire 
Samoa    Kazakhstan  Germany   Djibouti 
Solomon Islands   Laos   Greece   Egypt 
Tonga    Malaysia   Hungary   Equatorial Guinea 
Tuvalu    Maldives   Iceland   Eritrea 
Vanuatu    Mongolia   Ireland   Ethiopia 
    Myanmar(Burma)  Italy   Gabon 
Dependencies &    Nepal   Latvia   Gambia 
Territories   North Korea  Liechtenstein  Ghana 
American Samoa   Pakistan   Lithuania   Guinea 
Ashmore/Cartier Is.   Philippines  Luxembourg  Guinea-Bissau 
Baker/Howland Is.   Singapore   Macedonia  Kenya 
Christmas Is.   South Korea  Malta   Lesotho 
Cocos (Keeling) Is.   Sri Lanka   Moldova   Liberia 
Cook Is.    Taiwan   Monaco   Libya 
Coral Sea Is.   Tajikistan   Netherlands  Madagascar 
French Polynesia   Thailand   Norway   Malawi 
Guam    Turkmenistan  Poland   Mali 
Jarvis Is.    Uzbekistan  Portugal   Mauritius 
Johnston Atoll   Vietnam   Romania   Morocco 
Kingman Reef      Russian Federation  Mozambique 
Midway Is.   Dependencies &  San Marino  Namibia 
New Caledonia   Territories  Slovakia   Niger 
Niue    British Indian Ocean  Slovenia   Nigeria 
Norfolk Is.   Paracel Is.  pain   Rwanda 
N. Mariana Is.   Spratly Is.   Sweden   Sao Tome/Principe 
Palmyra Atoll      Switzerland  Senegal 
Pitcairn Is.   MIDDLE EAST  Ukraine   Seychelles 
Tokelau       United Kingdom  Sierra Leone 
Wake Is.    Nations   Vatican City  Somalia 
Wallis/Futuna Is.   Bahrain   Yugoslavia  South Africa 
    Cyprus      Sudan 
    Iran   Dependencies  Swaziland 
    Iraq   Faeroe Is.   Tanzania 
    Israel   Gibraltar   Togo 
    Jordan   Guernsey   Tunisia 
    Kuwait   The Isle of Man  Uganda 
    Lebanon   Jersey   Zambia 
    Oman   Svalbard   Zimbabwe 
    Qatar 
    Saudi Arabia     Dependencies  
    Syria      Territories 
    Turkey      Mayotte 
    United Arab Emirates    Reunion 
    Yemen      St Helena 
          Western Sahara 
 
    Autonomous Areas     Autonomous Areas 
Gaza Strip      Ceuta and Melila 
    West Bank     Canary Is. 
          Madeira 
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WORLD REGIONS (continued) 
 
     
NORTH AMERICA   CENTRAL AMERICA  SOUTH AMERICA 
 
Nations     Nations    Nations 
Canada     Antigua and Barbuda  Argentina 
United States of America   Bahamas    Bolivia 
     Barbados     Brazil 
Dependencies &    Belize    Chile 
Territories    Costa Rica   Colombia 
     Cuba    Ecuador 
Bermuda     Dominica    Guyana 
Greenland    Dominican Republic   Paraguay 
Jan Mayen    El Salvador   Peru 
St Pierre and Miquelon   Grenada    Suriname 
     Guatemala   Uruguay 
     Haiti    Venezuela 
     Honduras  
     Jamaica    Dependencies & 
     Mexico    Territories 
     Nicaragua     
     Panama    Falkland Islands 
     St Kitts and Nevis   French Guiana 
     St Lucia    South Georgia 
     St Vincent and the Grenadines  South Sandwich Is. 
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